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CHAPTER VI 


ROCOCO, CLASSICISM AND 
ROMANTICISM 


1. THE DISSOLUTION OF COURTLY ART 

T he fact that the development of comlly ait, which had 
been almost uninterrupted since the close of the Renais¬ 
sance, comes to a standstill in the eighteenth century and 
is superseded by the bourgeois subjectivism which, on the whole, 
still dominates our owm conception of art today, is well known, 
but the fact that certain features of the new trend are already 
present in the rococo itseK and that the break with courtly tradi¬ 
tion really takes place in the first half of the eighteenth century 
is not so generally familiar. For, although we do not enter the 
bourgeois world before Greuze and Chardin appear, Boucher and 
Largillifere already bring us very close to it. The tendency 
towards the monumental, the ceremonious and the solemn 
already disappears in the early rococo and makes room for a more 
delicate and intimate quality. In the new art preference is given 
to colour and shades of expression rather than to the great, firm, 
objective line and the note of sensuality and sentiment is to be 
heard in all its manifestations. Therefore, although in some 
respects the ‘Dixhuitibme’ is nothing more tlian the continua¬ 
tion, indeed the consummation, of baroque splendour and pre¬ 
tension, the uncompromising way in which the seventeenth 
century insisted on the ‘grand gout’ as a matter of course is 
foreign to it. Even when they are intended for the highest 
classes of society, its creations lack the grand heroic mould. But, 
naturally, the art we are dealing with here is still a very aloof, 
very refined and essentially aristocratic art, an art which regards 
the criteria of the pleasant and the conventional as more decisive 
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than those of spirituality and spontaneity, an art in whicli work 
is performed in accordance with a fixed, universally acknow¬ 
ledged and constantly repeated pattern, and of wliich nothing 
is more characteristic than the masterly, though all too often 
purely external technique of the execution. These conventional 
elements of the rococo, which derive from the baroque, are 
only gradually dissolved and replaced by the characteristics of 
bourgeois taste. 

The attack on the baroque-rococo tradition ensues from two 
different directions, but is based in both cases on the same opposi¬ 
tion to courtly taste. The emotionalism ajul Jiaturalism repre¬ 
sented by Rousseau and Richardson, Greuze and Hogarth, is one, 
the rationalism and classicism of liCssing and Winckelmanri, 
Mengs and David, the other. Both oppose the ideal of simplicity 
and the earnestness of a puritan outlook on life to the courtly 
taste for ostentation. In England the transformation of courtly 
into bourgeois art takes place earlier and is carried out more 
thoroughly than in France itself where the baroque-rococo 
tradition continues underground and is still perceptible in the 
romantic movement. But, at the close of the century, the 
only important art in Europe is bourgeois. It is possible to 
differentiate between a progressive and a conservative trend 
within the middle class, but a living art expressing aristocratic 
ideals and serving court purposes no longer exists. In the whole 
history of art and culture, the transfer of leadership from one 
social class to another has seldom taken place wdth such absolute 
exclusiveness as here, where the aristocracy is completely displaced 
by the middle class and the change in taste, which puts expression 
in the place of decoration, could not possibly be any clearer. 

To be sure, this is not the first time that the middle class 
appears on the scene as the upholder of taste. As early as the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries a leading position was held all 
over Europe by an art of a predominantly middle-class character. 
It was not until the later Renaissance and the age of mannerism 
and baroque that its place was taken by works in the courtly 
style. But in the eighteenth century, when the middle class again 
attains economic, social and political power, the ceremonial art 
of the courts, which had meanwhile come into its own, breaks up 
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again and yields to the unrestricted sway of middle-class taste. It 
was only in Holland that there was already a middle-class art of 
high standing in the seventeenth century and one much more 
thoroughly and consistently middle-class than the Renaissance, 
which was interspersed with chivalric-romantic and mystical- 
religious elements. But this Dutch middle-class art remained an 
almost completely isolated phenomenon in the Europe of the 
time and, when the eighteenth century established modern 
middle-class art, it did not link up directly with this earlier mani¬ 
festation. There could be no question of a continuous develop¬ 
ment, if only because Dutch painting itself lost much of its 
middle-class character in the course of the seventeenth century. 
Both in France and England, the art of the modern middle class 
had its real origins in social changes at home 5 these had inevitably 
to be the basis of the displacement of the courtly conception of 
art, and the stimulation received from contemporary philo¬ 
sophical and literary movements was bound to be stronger than 
that from the art of countries remote in time and space. 

The development which reaches its political climax in the 
French Revolution, and its artistic objective in romanticism, 
begins in the R^gence with the undermining of the royal power 
as the principle of absolute authority, with the disorganization 
of the court as the centre of art and culture and the dissolution of 
baroque classicism as the artistic style in which the power-striv¬ 
ings and power-consciousness of absolutism found their direct 
expression. The ground for this process is already prepared for 
during the reign of Louis XIV. The endless wars throw the 
finances of the country into confusion; the public exchequer 
becomes empty and the population impoverished, since it is im¬ 
possible to create tax-payers by whippings and imprisonment and 
economic supremacy by wars and conquests. Even during the 
lifetime of the roi soleil critical remarks about the consequences 
of autocracy are heard. Fdnelon is already quite candid in this 
respect, but Bayle, Malebranche and Fontenelle go so far that it 
has been rightly maintained that the ‘crisis of the European 
spirit’, the history of which fills the eighteenth century, was in 
full swing from 1680 onwards.^ Simultaneously with this ten¬ 
dency, criticism of classicism also gains ground and prepares the 
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way for the dissolution of courtly art. By about 1685 the creative 
period of baroque classicism has come to an end 5 Le Brun loses 
his influence, and the great writers of the age, Racine, Molifere, 
Boileau and Bossuet, have spoken their last or their last decisive 
words.* The ‘Quarrel between the Ancients and the Moderns’ 
marks the beginning of the conflict between tradition and progress, 
classicism and modernism, rationalism and emotionalism, which 
was to be settled in the pre-romanticism of Diderot and Rousseau. 

In the last years of Louis XIV’s life the state and the court 
were governed by the devout Mme de Maintenon. The aristo¬ 
cracy no longer felt comfortable in the atmosphere of gloomy 
solemnity and narrow-minded piety at Versailles. When the 
King died a sigh of relief was uttered by everyone, above all by 
those who expected the regency of Philip of Orleans to bring 
liberation from despotism. The Regent had always considered his 
uncle’s administrative system out of date,® and began his reign 
by reacting against the old methods all along the line. In the 
political and social spheres he strove for a renaissance of the 
nobility, in the economic sphere he favoured individual enter¬ 
prises, such as that of Law, for example, he introduced a new 
style in the way of life of the upper classes and made a vogue of 
hedonism and libertinism. A condition of general disintegration 
began, which none of the old ties was able to resist. Some of them 
were reconstituted later on, but the old system was now shattered 
once and for all. The first act of state of Philip of Orleans was 
to annul the will of the departed king, which provided for the 
recognition of his illegitimate children. That was the beginning 
of the decline of the king’s authority, which, in spite of the con¬ 
tinuance of the absolute monarchy, was never to be restored to 
its former greatness. The exercise of supreme power became 
more and more arbitrary, but the confidence of those in power 
became more and more unsettled—a process best described in the 
often quoted words of Marshal Richelieu to Louis XVI: ‘Under 
Louis XIV no one dared open his mouth, under Louis XV every¬ 
one whispered, now everyone speaks aloud and in a perfectly free 
and easy way.’ To think of assessing the real power of the state 
on the basis of government orders and decrees would be, as 
Tocqueville remarks, a ridiculous error. Sanctions, such as the 
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famous death penalty for the writing and spreading of books 
against religion and public order, remained on paper. The worst 
penalty the guilty had to pay was to leave the country, and 
they were often warned and protected by tlie very officials whose 
duty it was to prosecute them. In the age of Louis XIV the whole 
intellectual life was still under the protection of the kingj there 
was no defence apart from him, much less any defence against 
him. New protectors, new patrons and new centres of culture 
now arisej art develops very largely, literature entirely, away 
from the court and the king. 

Philip of Orleans transfers the residence from Versailles to 
Paris and, by so doing, virtually dissolves the court. The Regent 
loathes all restrictions, formalities and constraint^ he feels really 
happy only in the company of his closest friends. The young King 
lives in the Tuileries, the Regent in the Palais Royal, the mem¬ 
bers of the nobility are dispersed in their castles and palaces and 
amuse themselves in the theatres, at balls and in the salons of the 
city. The Regent and the Palais Royal themselves represent the 
more unrestrained, more fluid taste of Paris, in contrast to the 
‘grand gout’ of Versailles. The life of the ‘city’ is no longer sub¬ 
sidiary to that of the ‘court’, it displaces the court and takes over 
its cultural functions. The melancholy exclamation of the 
Countess Palatine Elizabeth Charlotte, the mother of the Regent, 
‘there is no longer a court in France!’, is absolutely in accordance 
with the facts. And this situation is no passing episode 5 the court 
in the old sense has, in fact, now vanished for ever. Louis XV 
has similar tastes to the Regent, he, too, favours a small society 
of friends, and Louis XVI likes above all to live within the family 
circle. Both kings shun ceremony, etiquette bores and annoys 
them, and although it is still preserved to a certain extent, it, 
nevertheless, loses much of its solemnity and grandeur. At the 
court of Louis XVI the dominant tone is one of decided intimacy, 
and on six days of the week the social gatherings achieve the 
character of a private party. ^ The only place where anything like 
a court household develops during the Rdgence is the castle of 
the Duchess of Maine at Sceaux, which becomes the scene of 
brilliant, expensive and ingenious festivities and, at the same 
time, a new centre of art, a real Court of the Muses. But the 
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entertainments arranged by the Duchess contain the germ of the 
ultimate dissolution of coiu't life: they form the transition from 
the old-style court to the saloiis of the eighteenth century—the 
cultural heirs of the court. In this way, the court breaks up again 
into the private societies out of w^hich it had developed into the 
centre of art and literature. 

Philip’s attempt to restore the old political rights and public 
functions of the aristocracy subdued by Louis XIV was one of the 
most important parts of his programme. From the members of 
the feudal nobility he formed the so-called ‘Conseils’, which were 
intended to take the place of the middle-class ministers. But tlie 
experiment had to be given up after only three years, because 
the nobles had lost the habit of conducting state affairs and no 
longer took any real interest in the government of the country. 
They stayed aw ay from meetings and willy-nilly a return had to 
be made to the system of Louis XIV. Outwardly, therefore, the 
Regence marked the beginning of a new turn in the direction of 
aristocracy, as expressed in the growing rigidity of social barriers 
and the increasing isolation of the estates, but inw^ardly it repre¬ 
sented the continuation of the triumphant progress of the middle 
class and the further decline of the nobility. A peculiar cliar- 
acteristic of the social development of the eighteenth century, 
already noted by Tocqueville, was the fact that, in spite of all 
the emphasis on the barriers dividing the various estates and 
classes, the process of cultural levelling could not be halted and 
that people, who were so anxious to keep themselves isolated 
from one another externally, were becoming more and more 
alike internally,® so that in the end there were merely two big 
groups: the common people and the community of those who 
stood above the common people. Those belonging to this latter 
group shared the same habits, the same taste and spoke the same 
language. The aristocracy and the upper bourgeoisie amalga¬ 
mated into one single cultural elite, and in so doing the former 
upholders of culture were giving and taking at the same time. 
The members of the high nobility did not visit only occasionally 
and condescendingly the houses where the representatives of high 
finance and the bureaucracy were guests, on the contrary, they 
crowded into the salons of the rich middle-class gentlemen and 
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cultured middle-class ladies. Mme Geoffriri brings together in her 
home the intellectual and social elite of her time, sons of princes, 
counts, watchmakers and small tradesmen, she corresponds with 
the Empress of Russia and with Grimm, she is friendly with the 
King of Poland and with Fontenelle, she declines the invitation 
of Frederick the Great and bestows the distinction of her personal 
attention on the plebeian d’Alembert. The adoption by the aristo¬ 
cracy of middle-class patterns of thouglit and moral conceptions 
and the intermingling of the highest classes with the bourgeois 
intelligentsia l)egins, moreover, precisely at the moment when 
the social hierarchy makes itself felt more sharply than ever 
before.® Perhaps there is, in fact, a causal relationsliip between 
the two phenomena. 

Of all its feudal privileges, the nobility liad retained in the 
seventeentli century only the property rights in its own land and 
its exemption from taxatioii^ it had ceded its judicial and adminis¬ 
trative functions to Oown officials. Ground-rent had lost a good 
deal of its value because of the steady diminution, before 1660, 
of the piu’chasing power of money. Tlie nobility was forced in an 
increasing measure to sell its property $ it became impoverished 
and decayed. This w^as certainly more the case in the medium and 
lower ranks of the landed nobility than amongst the high and 
court nobility, which was still very rich and regained its influence 
in the eighteenth century. The ‘four thousand families’ of the 
court nobility remained the only usufructuaries of the court 
offices, the high ecclesiastical dignities, the commissioned ranks 
in the army, the gouverneurs’ posts and royal pensions. Almost 
a quarter of the total budget accrued to them. The old resentment 
of the Crown against the feudal nobility had cooled down 5 under 
Louis XV and I.ouis XVI, ministers were again chosen mostly 
from the hereditary nobility.’ But the latter remained anti- 
dynastic in its outlook all the same, was insubordinate and a 
source of supreme danger to the monarchy in the hour of peril. 
It made a common stand with the middle class against the 
Crown, although the good relations betw^een the two classes had 
greatly suffered since the beginning of centralization. Previ¬ 
ously they had not only often felt themselves menaced by the 
same danger, they had frequently had common administrative 
S.H.A.—2 507 B—2 
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problems to solve, and this had automatically brought them closer 
together. But tlie relationship deteriorated when the nobility 
realized that the middle class w^as its most dangerous rival. From 
then on the king had to intervene again and again and to 
reconcile the jealous nobility; for, although he apparently domin¬ 
ated both parties, he had to make constant concessions and show 
favour now to one now to the other.® A token of this policy of 
appeasement towards the nobility is also to be seen, for example, 
in the fact that under Louis XV it was already much more diffi¬ 
cult for a commoner to attain a commission in the army than 
under Louis XIV. Since the Edict of 1781 the middle class had 
been totally excluded from the army. The situation with regard 
to high ecclesiastical posts was similar: in the seventeenth century 
there was still a number of Church leaders of plebeian origin, 
such as Bossuet and Flechier, for example; in the eighteeriLh 
century that was hardly any longer the case. The rivalry between 
the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie became, on the one hand, 
more and more critical, but, on the other hand, it assumed the 
sublimated forms of intellectual emulation and created a com¬ 
plicated network of spiritual relationships in which attraction and 
repulsion, imitation and rejection, respect arid resentment, were 
intermingled. The material equality and practical superiority of 
the middle class provoked the nobility to stress the unlikeness of 
their descent and the difference of their traditions. But with the 
increasing similarity of the external conditions of both classes, 
the hostility of the bourgeoisie towards the nobility also became 
more intense. So long as they were excluded from climbing the 
social scale, it never occurred to them to compare themselves 
with the upper classes; it was not until the possibility of rising 
was given them that they became really aware of the existijig 
social injustice, and began to regard the privileges of the nobility 
as intolerable. In a word, the more the nobility lost of its real 
power, the more obstinately it clung to the privileges which it 
still enjoyed and the more ostentatiously it displayed them; on the 
other hand, the more material goods the middle class acquired, 
the more shameful it considered the social discrimination from 
which it was suffering and the more exasperatedly it fought for 
political equality. 
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As a result of the great state bankruptcies of the sixteenth 
century, the middle-class wealth of the Renaissance had been 
dispersed and was not able to recover during the golden age of 
absolutism and mercantilism when the monarclis and states 
themselves were doing the big business.® Not until the eighteenth 
century, when the world policy of mercantilism was given up and 
‘laissez-faire’ introduced, did the middle class, with its individual¬ 
istic economic principles, come into its own again and although 
the traders and industrialists were able to derive considerable 
advantages for tliomselves from the absence of the aristocracy 
from business life, big middle-class capital first arose during the 
R6gence and tlie succeeding period. This regime was in fact the 
‘cradle of the third estate’. Under Louis XVI the bourgeoisie of 
the ancien regime reached the zenith of its intellectual and 
material development.Trade, industry, the banks, the ferme 
gdnerale^ the liberal professions, literature and journalism, that 
is to say, all the key posts in society, with the exception of the 
leading positions in the army, the Church and at court, were 
in its povssession. Commercial activities developed on an unpre¬ 
cedented scale, industries grew, the banks multiplied, enormous 
sums flowed through the hands of the employers and speculators. 
Material needs increased and spread^ and not merely peopJe like 
bankers and tax-farmers climbed higher up the social ladder and 
vied with the nobility in their style of life, but the middle 
sections of the bourgeoisie also profited from the boom and took 
an increasing part in cultural life. The countrj^ in which the 
revolution broke out was, therefore, by no means economically 
exhausted 5 it was ratlier merely an insolvent state with a rich 
middle class. The bourgeoisie gradually took possession of all the 
instruments of culture—it not only wrote the books, it also read 
them, it not only painted the pictures, it also bought them. In the 
preceding century it had still formed only a comparatively modest 
section of the art and reading public, but now it is the cultured 
class par excellence and becomes the real upholder of culture. 
Most of Voltaire’s readers ah-eady belong to this class, and 
Rousseau’s almost exclusively. Crozat, the greatest art collector 
of the century, comes from a commercial family, Bergeret, the 
patron of Fragonard, is of still more humble origin, Laplace is 
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the son of a peasant, and no one knows whose son d^Alembert was. 
The same middle-class public that reads Voltaire’s books also 
reads the Latin poets and the French classics of the seventeenth 
century and is just as decided about what it rejects as it is in the 
choice of its reading. It is not much interested in the Greek 
writers and these now gradually disappear from libraries^ it 
despises the Middle Ages, Spain has become a more or less 
unknown territory, its relationship to Italy has not yet properly 
developed, and will never become so cordial as the relations 
between court society and the Italian Renaissance in the preced¬ 
ing two centuries. The gentilhomme has been considered the 
intellectual representative of the sixteenth century, the honnete 
Aomme that of the seventeenth, and the ‘cultured’ man, that is to 
say, the reader of Voltaire, that of the eighteenth. It has been 
asserted that one cannot understand the French bourgeois with¬ 
out knowing Voltaire, whom he took for his eternal modelj^® but 
one cannot understand Voltaire, if one does not see how deeply 
rooted he is in the middle class not only by heredity but also in 
his whole outlook, despite his seignorial demeanour, his royal 
friends and his enormous fortune. His sober classicism, his re¬ 
nunciation of the solution of the great metaphysical problems, 
indeed liis mistrust of anyone who even discusses them, his acute, 
aggressive and yet thoroughly urbane mind, his anticlerical 
religiosity, with its dislike of any kind of mysticism, his anti¬ 
romanticism, his distaste for everything obscure, unclarified and 
inexplicable, his self-confidence, his conviction that everything 
can be grasped, eveiything solved, eveiything decided by the 
powers of the reason, his wise scepticism, his sensible acceptance 
of the nearest and the accessible, his understanding of the 
‘demands of the day’, his ‘mais il faut cultiver notre jardin’, all 
that is middle-class, profoundly middle-class, even if it does not 
exhaust the characteristics of the bourgeoisie, and even if the 
subjectivism and sentimentalism, which Rousseau is to proclaim 
is the other, perhaps just as important side of the bourgeois mind. 
The great antagonism within the middle class was a given fact 
from the very beginnings Rousseau’s later supporters had not yet 
become a regular reading public, when Voltaire was acquiring 
his readers, but they were already an exactly definable section of 
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society and they merely had to discover their spokesman in 
Rousseau. 

The French middle class of the eighteenth century is by no 
means any more uniform than was the Italian middle class of 
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. To be sure, there is nothing 
corresponding to the struggle for the control of the guilds, but 
there is just as intense a conflict between the various economic 
interests as there was then. It is only that the habit has grown 
of speaking of the struggle for liberation and the revolution of 
the ‘third estate’ as a homogeneous movement, but, in reality, 
the unity of the middle class is I'estricted to ils common front 
against the aristocracy and against the peasantry and the urban 
proletariat; within these frontiers it is divided into a positively 
and negatively privileged section. T'herc is never any mention 
in the eighteenth century of the privileges of the middle class, 
people pretend never to have heard of them, but the privileged 
resist every reform that would extend their opportunities to the 
lower classes. All the middle class wants is a political democracy, 
and it leaves its fellow-combatants in the lurch as soon as the 
revolution begins to take economic equality seriously. The society 
of the time is, therefore, full of contradictions and tensions; it 
produces a royal liouse which is forced to represent the interests 
of the nobility and those of the bourgeoisie by turns, and ends by 
having both against it; an aristocracy which is inimical to both 
the Crown and the middle class, and adopts ideas which lead to 
its own downfall; and, finally, a middle class which brings its 
revolution to a triumphant conclusion with the help of the lower 
classes, but makes a stand against its own allies and on the side of 
its former enemies. So long as these elements dominate the intel¬ 
lectual life of the nation in equal proportions, that is, until the 
middle of the century, art and literature are in a state of transi¬ 
tion and are full of contradictory, often scarcely reconcilable 
tendencies; they waver between tradition and freedom, form¬ 
alism and spontaneity, ornamentalism and expression. And even 
in the second half of the century, when liberalism and emotion¬ 
alism get the upper hand, the ways only divide more sharply, 
but the different tendencies remain side by side. To be sure, they 
undergo a change of function, and classicism in particular, which 
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was a courtly-aristocratic style, becomes the vehicle of the ideas 
of the progressive middle class. 

The Regence is a period of extraordinarily lively intellectual 
activity, which not only criticizes the previous epoch but is highly 
creative and raises questions which arc to occupy the whole 
century. The dissolution in art of the ‘grand’, ceremonial style 
goes hand in hand with the slackening of general discipline, the 
growing lack of religion, the more unrestrained and personal 
conduct of life. It begins with the criticism of the academic 
doctrine, which attempted to represent the classical ideal in art 
as a timelessly valid prijiciple established, as it were, by God 
himself, quite in the same terms as the ofJicial political theory of 
the time interpreted the absolute monarchy. Nothing better 
describes the liberalism and relativism of the new age than the 
statement made by Antoine Coypel, which no previous director 
of the Academy would liave approved, that painting, like all 
human things, is subject to the change of fashion.The new 
outlook expressed in these wwds makes itself felt everywhere in 
art production^ art becomes more human, more accessible, more 
unassuming—it is no longer intended for demigods and supermen, 
but for ordinary mortals, for weak, sensual, pleasure-seeking 
individuals. It no longer expresses grandeur and power but the 
beauty and grace of life, and no longer wants to impress and 
overwhelm but to charm and please. In the final period of the 
reign of Louis XIV, circles are formed at the court itself, in which 
the artists find new patrons, who are often more generous and 
liave more feeling for art than the monarch, who is already 
struggling against material difficulties and is dominated by Mine 
de Maintenon. The Duke of Orleans, the nephew of the King, 
and the Duke of Bourgogne, the son of the Dauphin, are the 
leading personalities in these circles. The later Regent already 
turns against the artistic trend favoured by Louis XIV and 
demands more lightness and fluidity from his artists, a more 
sensual and more delicate formal language than is in use at the 
court. Often the same artists work for the King and the Duke and 
change their style according to the particular patron, as, for 
example, Coypel, who decorates the palace chapel in Versailles 
in the correct court style, paints the ladies in the Palais Royal 
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in coquettish rn^glig^ and sketches classicistic medals for 
the ^Acade5mie des Inscriptions’.The ‘grande manifere’ and 
the grand, ceremonial genres decay during the R6gence. The 
religious devotional picture, which even in the days of Louis XIV 
had already become a mere pretext to portray the King’s relations, 
and the great narrative painting, which was, above all, an instru¬ 
ment of monarchist propaganda, are neglected. The place of the 
heroic landscape is taken by the idyllic scenery of the pastorals, 
and the portrait which hitherto had been intended for the public, 
becomes a trivial, popular genre serving mostly private purposes^ 
everybody who can afford it has his portrait painted now. Two 
hundred portraits are exhibited in the Salon of 1704, as compared 
with fifty in the Salon of 1699.^® Largillibre already prefers to 
paint the bourgeoisie and no longer the court nobility as did his 
predecessors; he lives in Paris, not in Versailles, and thereby 
again gives expression to the victory of the ‘city’ over the‘court’.^’ 
The galant social scenes of Watteau take the place of the 
religious and historical ceremonial pictures in the favour of the 
progressive art public, and this transition from Le Brun to the 
master of the ‘f^4es galantes’ expresses in the most acute fashion 
the change of taste wliicli occurs at tlie turn of the centuiy. The 
formation of the new public made up of the progressively-minded 
aristocracy and the art-minded upper middle class, the doubt that 
is now cast on hitherto acknowledged authorities in the world of 
art, the bursting of the bounds of the old, narrowly restricted 
subject-matter, all this contributes to make possible the emer¬ 
gence of the greatest French painter before the nineteenth 
century. The genius whom the age of Louis XIV, with its state 
commissions, scholarships and pensions, its Academy, its school 
of Rome and its royal manufactory, was not able to produce, is 
begotten by the bankrupt, headless, frivolous R6gence with its 
lack of piety and discipline. Watteau, who was born in Flanders 
and continues the Rubens tradition, is, incidentally, also the first 
thoroughly ‘French’ master of painting since the Gothic period. 
In the last two centuries before his arrival, art had been under 
foreign influence in France: the Renaissance, mannerism and the 
baroque were imported from Italy and the Netherlands. In 
France, where the whole court life was guided, to begin with, by 
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foreign models, court ceremonial and monarchist propaganda 
were also expressed in foreign, especially Italian art forms. These 
forms then became so intimately bound up with the idea of 
royalty and the court that they acquired an institutional tenacity 
and remained valid as long as the court was the centre of artistic 
life. 

Watteau painted the life of a society into which he could look 
only from outside, he portrayed an ideal that obviously had only 
external points of contact with his own aims in life, and he gave 
form to a Utopia of freedom which was probably no more than 
merely analogoxis to his own subjective idea of freedom, but he 
created these visions from the elements of his own direct experi¬ 
ence, from sketches of the trees in the Luxembourg, of theatre 
scenes which he could and certainly did see every day, and of 
types of character of his own, albeit enchantingly disguised 
environment. The profundity of his art is due to the ambivalence 
of his relationship to the wwld, to the expression of both the 
promise and the inadequacy of life, to the always present feeling 
of an inexpressible loss and an unattainable goal, to the know¬ 
ledge of a lost homeland and the Utopian remoteness of real 
happiness. In spite of the delight in the senses and the beauty, 
the joyful surrender to reality and the pleasure in tlie good 
things of the earth, which form the immediate theme of his art, 
what he paints is full of melancholy. In all liis pictures he 
describes a society menaced by the unrealizable nature of its 
desires. But what is expressed here is still by no means the 
Rousseauish feeling, by no means the yearning for the state of 
nature, but, on the contrary, a longing for the perfect culture, for 
the tranquil and secure joy of living. In the Tete galante’, the 
conviviality of lovers and courts of love, Watteau discovers the 
appropriate form for the expression of his own attitude to life, 
which is a compound of optimism and pessimism, joy and bore¬ 
dom. The predominant element of the T6te galante’, which is 
always a Tete charnpetre’ and portrays the amusements of young 
people leading the carefree life of Theocritan shepherds and 
shepherdesses with music, dancing and singing, is bucolic. It 
describes the peace of the countryside, the haven of security 
from the great world and the self-forgetting happiness of lovers. 
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It is, however, no longer the ideal of an idyllic, contemplative 
and frugal life that the artist has in his mind’s eye, but the 
Arcadian ideal of the identity of nature and civilization, beauty 
and spirituality, sensuousness and intelligence. This ideal is, of 
course, by no means new^ it is merely a variation on the formula 
of the poets of the Roman Empire, who combined the legend of 
the Golden Age with the pastoral idea. The only novelty, as 
compared with the Roman version, is that tlie bucolic world is 
now disguised in the fashions of polite society, the shepherds and 
shepherdesses wear the stylish costume of the age, and all that 
remains of the pastoral situation are the conversations of the 
lovers, the natural framework and the remoteness from the life 
of the court and the city. But is even all that new? Was not the 
pastoral from tlie very beginning a fiction, a playful dissimula¬ 
tion, a mere coquetting with the idyllic state of innocence and 
simplicity? Is it conceivable that ever since there has existed a 
pastoral poetry, that is, since the existence of a highly developed 
urban and court life, anyone has ever really wanted to lead the 
simple, modest life of shepVierds and peasants? No, tlie shepherd’s 
life in poetry has always been an ideal in which the negative 
features, the tearing of oneself away from the great world and 
the disregarding of its customs, have been the decisive elements. 
It was a kind of sport to imagine onCvSelf in a situation which held 
the promise of liberation from the fetters of civilization whilst 
retaining its advantages. Tlie attractions of the painted and per¬ 
fumed ladies were intensified by attempting to represent tliem, 
painted and perfumed as they were, in the guise of fresh, healthy 
and innocent peasant maidens, and by enhancing the charms of 
art with those of nature. The fiction contained from the outset 
the preconditions which allowed it to become the symbol of free¬ 
dom in every complicated and sophisticated culture. 

It is not without good reason that the literary tradition of 
pastoral poetry can look back on an almost uninterrupted history 
of over two thousand years since its beginnings in Hellenism. 
With the exception of the early Middle Ages, when urban and 
court culture was extinguished, there have been variants of this 
poetry in every century. Apart from the thematic material of 
the novel of chivalry, there is probably no other subject-matter 
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that has occupied the literature of Western Europe for so long 
and maintained itself against the assaults of rationalism with 
such tenacity. This long and uninterrupted reign shows that 
‘sentimental’ poetry, in Schiller’s sense of the word, plays an 
incomparably greater part in the history of literature than 
‘naive’ poetry. Even the idylls of Theocritus himself owe their 
existence not, as might be imagined, to genuine roots in nature 
and a direct relationship to the life of the common people, but to 
a reflective feeling for nature and a romantic conception of the 
common folk, that is, to sentiments which have their origin in a 
yearning for the remote, the strange and the exotic. The peasant 
and the shepherd are not enthusiastic about their surroundings or 
about their daily work. And interest in the life of the simple folk 
is, as we know, to be sought neither in spatial nor social proximity 
to the peasantry^ it does not arise in the folk itself but in the 
higher classes, and not in the country but in the big towns and at 
the courts, in the midst of bustling life and an over-civilized, 
surfeited society. Even when Theocritus was writing his idylls, 
the pastoral theme and situation were certainly no longer a 
novelty^ it will already have occurred in the poetry of the 
primitive pastoral peoples, but doubtless without the note of 
sentimentality and complacency, and probably also without 
attempting to describe the outward conditions of the shepherd’s 
life realistically. Pastoral scenes, although without the lyrical 
touch of the Idylls^ were to be found before Theocritus, at any 
rate, in the mime. They are a matter of course in the satyr plays, 
and rural scenes are not unknown even to tragedy,^® But pastoral 
scenes and pictures of country life are not enough to prodiace 
bucolic poetry^ the preconditions for this are, above all, the latent 
conflict of town and country and the feeling of discomfort with 
civilization. 

But Theocritus still took a delight in simple descriptions of 
pastoral life, whereas his first independent successor, Virgil, no 
longer takes any pleasure in realistic description, and the pastoral 
poem acquires witli him that allegorical form which marks the 
most important turning point in the history of the genre. If the 
poetic conception of the pastoral life represented merely an escape 
from the bustle of the world even in earlier times, and the desire 
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lo live a shepherd’s life was never to be taken quite literally, 
the unreality of the motifs is now intensified still further 
in so far as not only the yearning for the pastoral life but also the 
pastoral situation itself becomes a fiction which enables the poet 
and his friends to appear disguised as shepherds and to be, 
thereby, poetically removed from ordinary life, although the 
initiated are still able to recognize them straight away. The 
attraction of this new formula, already heralded by Theocritus, 
was so great that Virgil’s Eclogues not only had the greatest 
success of all the poet’s works, but there is probably no literary 
masterpiece the influence of which has been so lasting and so 
deep. Dante and Petrarch, Boccaccio and Sannazzaro, Tasso and 
Guarini, Marot and Ronsard, Montemayor and d’Urf^, Spenser 
and Sidney, and even Milton and Shelley are directly or indirectly 
dependent on them in their pastoral poetry. It appears that Theo¬ 
critus only felt alarmed by the court with its constant struggle for 
success and the big city with the agitated pace of its life^ Virgil 
already had more grounds for escaping from his contemporary 
world. The century-long civil war was hardly over, his own youth 
was contemporaneous with the bloodiest of the fighting, and the 
Augustan peace was more a mere hope than a reality, when he 
was writing his Eclogues ,His escape into the world of idyll was 
in perfect accordance with the reactionary movement initiated 
by Augustus, which, in representing the patriotic past as the 
Golden Age, tried to divert attention from the political events of 
the present.^! Virgil’s new conception of the pastoral poem was 
actually nothing more than the fusion of his own wish-fulfilment 
dream of peace with the propaganda for a policy of appeasement. 

The medieval pastoral links up directly with the Virgilian 
allegory. It is true that there are only scanty remains of pastoral 
poetry from the centuries between the downfall of the ancient 
world and the rise of medieval court and city culture, and what 
has come down to us of the genre is the product of mere learning 
and the deposit of mere reminiscences of classical poets, above all 
of Virgil. Even Dante’s eclogues are learned imitations and there 
are still traces of the old pastoral allegory in Boccaccio, the author 
of the first modern idyll. Simultaneously with the rise of the 
pastoral novel, which gives a new turn to the development, 
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bucolic motifs also occur in the Italian Renaissance short story, 
but they lack the romantic traits with which they are connected 
in the idyll, the pastoral novel and the pastoral drama.*^ This 
phenomenon is readily understandable, however, if one considers 
that the short story is middle-class literature par excellence and 
as such has a naturalistic tendency, whereas pastoral poetry 
represents a courtly-aristocratic genre and inclines to lornanti- 
cism. This romantic tendency is predominant throughout the 
pastorals of Lorenzo di Medici, Jacopo Sannazzaro, Castiglione, 
Ariosto, Tasso, Guarini and Marino, and proves that literary 
fashion at the courts of the Italian Renaissance, whether in 
Florence, Naples, Urbino, Ferrara or Bologna, conforms to one 
and the same model. Pastoral jx)etry is everywhere the mirror of 
court life and serves the reader as a sample of courtly manners. 
No one any longer takes the shepherd’s life literally5 the con¬ 
ventionality of the shepherd’s costume is obvious and as the 
original purpose of the genre, the repudiation of over-civilized 
life, falls into the background, courtly forms are rejected only 
on account of their constraint, but not on account of their artifici¬ 
ality and sophistication. It is understandable that this pastoral 
poetry with its refinement and allegory, its intermingling of the 
far and near, of the immediate and the unusual, is one of the 
most popular genres of mannerism and that it is cultivated with 
j)articular affection in Spain, the classical land of courtly etiquette 
and mannerism. To begin with, the Italian models, which spread 
all over Europe along with courtly modes of life, are followed 
even here 5 but the individuality of the country soon breaks 
through and is expressed in the combination of the elements of 
the novel of chivalry and the pastoral. This Spanish hybrid of 
romantic and bucolic elements then becomes the bridge between 
the Italian and the French pastoral novel by which the further 
development of the genre is dominated. 

The beginnings of French pastoral poetry go back to the 
Middle Ages and first appear in the thirteenth century in a 
complicated, heterogeneous form, dependent on the courtly- 
chivalric lyric. As in the idylls and eclogues of classical antiquity, 
the bucolic situation in the French pastourelles is also a wish- 
fulfilment dream of redemption from the all too rigid and con- 
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ventional forms of eroticism.When the knight declares his love 
to the shepherdess, he feels exempt from the commands of courtly 
love, fidelity, chastity and discretion. His desire is thoroughly 
unproblematical and, in spite of all its impulsiveness, it makes an 
impression of innocence compared with the forced purity of high 
courtly love. But the scene where the knight tries to win the 
favour of the shepherdess is absolutely conventional and no longer 
bears a trace of the natural note sounded by Theocritus. Apart 
from the two principal figures, and maybe the jealous shepherd, 
the only stage properties are a few sheeps there is nothing left of 
the atmosphere of the meadows and woods, of the mood of harvest 
and vintage, of the smell of milk and honey.®* Certain elements 
of classical bucolics will probably have percolated into the pastour-- 
elles with the drifting sand of reminiscences from classical poets, 
but it is impossible to establish a direct influence of classical 
pastoral poetry on French literature before the diffusion of the 
Italian Renaissance and Burgundian court culture. And this 
influence does not go deep until the universal vogue of the 
Italian and Spanish pastoral novels and the victory of 
mannerism.®® Tasso’s ‘Aminta’, Guarini’s ‘Pastor fido’ and 
Montemayor’s ‘Diana’ are the models imitated by the French, 
especially by Honore d’Urfd, who, following the example of the 
Italians and the Spaniards, wanted his ‘Astrde’ to be, first of all, 
a manual of international social etiquette and a mirror of culti¬ 
vated manners. The work is rightly regarded as the school in 
which the coarse feudal lords and soldiers of the age of Henri IV 
were trained to become members of a cultured French society. 
It owes its existence to the same movement that produced the 
first salons and from which the precious culture of the seven¬ 
teenth century arose.®® The ‘Astree’ is certainly the climax of the 
development which began with the pastorals of the Renaissance. 
No one any longer dreams of thinking of simple folk as he 
watches the fine ladies and gentlemen who, disguised as shep¬ 
herds and shepherdesses, carry on spirited conversations and 
discuss ticklish questions of love. The fiction has lost all relation 
to reality and has become a pure social game. The shepherd’s life 
is nothing but a masquerade, which enables the reader to with¬ 
draw for a moment from triviality and the everyday self. 
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Of course, Watteau’s T6tes galantes’ bear little resemblance 
to this poetry. In the pastoral novel the rural love scenes, with 
their erotic fulfilments and love ritual, are the perfect happiness, 
whereas in Watteau’s pictures the whole erotic situation is an 
intermediary station on the progress to the real goal—only the 
preparation for the journey to that ‘Cythbre’ which always lies 
in a nebulously mysterious remoteness. But pastoral poetry in 
France is on the decline when Watteau is painting his pictures 5 
the master receives no direct stimuli from it. Before the eighteenth 
century, scenes from pastoral life do not occur at all as the real 
theme of the representation in painting itself. It is true that 
bucolic motifs are no rarity as accessories in biblical and mytho¬ 
logical pictures, but they have an origin of their own, absolutely 
different from the pastoral idea. The elegiac mood of the ‘Gior- 
gionesque’ version is certainly strongly reminiscent of Watteau, 
but it lacks both the erotic undertone and the tormenting feeling 
of tension between nature and civilization. Even in Poussin the 
relationship with Watteau is only apparent. Poussin portrays 
Arcadia very impressively but with no direct reference to tlie 
shepherd’s life^ the subject remains classical and mythological 
and makes an essentially heroic impression, in keeping with tlie 
spirit of Roman classicism. In seventeenth-century French art 
pastoral subjects appear independently only on tapestries which 
have always displayed a fondness for portraying scenes of country 
life. Such motifs are, of course, not in harmony with the official 
character of the great art of the baroque period. They are still 
admissible in pictorial representations of a decorative nature, as 
in a novel or an opera or a ballet, but they would seem just as 
out of place in a big ceremonial picture as in a tragedy. ‘Dans un 
roman frivole aisdment tout s’excuse , . . Mais la scfene demande 
une exacte raison.’®* Nevertheless, as soon as painting takes hold 
of it, the pastoral acquires a subtlety and a depth which it never 
possessed in poetry, where it was always merely a genre of 
second-rate importance. As a literary genre, it represented an 
extremely artificial form from the very beginning, and remained 
the exclusive possession of generations whose relationship to 
reality was thoroughly reflective. The bucolic situation itself was 
always merely a pretext, never the real purpose of the repre- 
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sentation, which had, in consequence, always a more or less 
allegorical, never a symbolical character. In other words, the 
pastoral had an all too clear purpose and allowed of only one valid 
interpretation. It was immediately exhausted, it kept no secrets 
back, and resulted, even in a poet like Theocritus, in a rather un¬ 
differentiated though extraordinarily attractive picture of reality. 
It could never overcome the limitations of allegory and it re¬ 
mained sportive, lacking in tension and pregnancy. Watteau is 
the first to succeed in giving it a symbolical depth, and he does so, 
above all, by excluding from it all those features which cannot 
also be conceived as a simple, direct reproduction of reality. 

The eighteenth century was bound, by its very nature, to 
lead to a renaissance of the pastoral. For literature tlie formula 
had become too narrow, but in painting it still had enough life in 
it for a new beginning to be made. The upper classes were living 
in extremely artificial social conditions in which everyday re¬ 
lationships were very largely metamorphosed and sublimated; 
but they no longer believed in the deeper purpose of these forms, 
and merely regarded them as the rules of the game. Gallantry 
was one of the rules of the game of love, just as the pastoral had 
always been a sportive form of erotic art. Both desired to keep 
love at a distance, to divest it of its directness and passionateness. 
Nothing was, therefore, more natural than that the pastoral 
should reach the zenith of its development in the centmy of 
gallantry. But just as the costume worn by Watteau’s figures 
became a fashion only after the master’s death, so the genre of 
the ‘f^te galante’ only found a wider public in the later rococo. 
Lancret, Pater and Boucher enjoyed the fruits of the innovation 
which they themselves merely trivialized. All his life, Watteau 
himself remained the painter of a comparatively small circle: the 
collectors Julienne and Crozat, the archaeologist and art patron 
Count Caylus, the art dealer Gersaint, were the only faithful sup¬ 
porters of his art. He was mentioned but seldom in contemporary 
art criticism and then usually reprovingly.** Even Diderot failed 
to recognize his importance and rated him lower than Teniers. 
The Academy did not make things difficult for him, it is true, 
even though, faced with an 6irt such as his, it held fast to the 
traditional hierarchy of the genres and continued to regard the 
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‘petits genres’ with contempt. But it was in no way any more 
dogmatic than the educated public in general, which still con¬ 
formed, in theory at least, to the classical doctrine. In all practical 
questions the attitude of the Academy was extremely liberal. The 
number of its members was unrestricted and admission was by 
no means dependent on acceptance of its doctrine. It was not 
perhaps so indulgent of its own accord, but, at any rate, it recog¬ 
nized that it was only by adopting such a liberal attitude that it 
could keep itself alive in this period of ferment and renewal.^® 
Watteau, Fragonard and Chardin became members of the 
Academy without any difficulty, just like all the other famous 
artists of the centuiy, to whatever school they belonged. To be 
sure, the Academy still represented the ‘grand gout’ as mucli as 
ever, but in practice it was only a small group of its members that 
kept to this principle. Those artists who could not count on public 
commissions, and had their buyers outside court circles, did not 
worry much about official recognition and cultivated the ‘])etits 
genres’ wliich, although theoretically they did not enjoy much 
esteem, were all the more sougVit after in practice. To these 
belonged the ‘fdtes galantes’, which were intended from the veiy 
outset for a more liberal circle than the court, although it was 
only for a short time longer that those interested in this kind of 
picture represented the artistically most progressive section of the 
public. 

But painting still kept to erotic subjects for a long time after 
literature, above all the novel, as the more mobile and, for 
economic reasons, more popular type of art, had already turned 
its attention to subjects of more general importance. The liber¬ 
tinism of the century did find its representatives in literature in 
Choderlos de Laclos, Crebillon fils and Restif de la Bretonne, but 
it played no decisive part in the work of the other novelists of the 
age. In spite of the audacity of their subjects, Marivaux and 
Prevost never attempt to produce grossly erotic effects. Whilst, 
therefore, in painting the connection with the upper classes con¬ 
tinues unimpaired for the time being, the novel approaches the 
world-view of the middle classes. The transition from the novel 
of chivalry to the pastoral novel marked the first step in this 
direction, in which the foregoing of certain medieval-romanesque 
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elements was already expressed. The pastoral novel discusses, 
though in a thoroughly fictitious framework, problems of real 
life, and describes, though in a fantastic disguise, real contem¬ 
porary people; from the historical point of view, these are im¬ 
portant features, pointing to future developments. The pastoral 
novel also approaches modern realism in so far as the action, 
above all in d’Urfe, is historically localized.®^ But the most 
important fact in relation to the further history of literature is 
that d’Urfe writes the first genuine love novel. It goes without 
saying that love already occurs in the novel earlier than this, but 
before dTJrfe there is no work of any considerable size with love 
as the main subject. Only from now onwards does the love theme 
become and remain for over three centuries the driving force in 
the novel as well as in the drama. Since the baroque, epic and 
dramatic literature lias always been essentially love poetry; only 
in the most recent period are there any signs of a change. Love 
gets the better of heroism even in the ‘Amadis’, but Celadon is 
the first love-hero in our sense, the first unheroic, the first 
defenceless slave of his passions, the precursor of the Chevalier 
Des Grieux and the ancestor of Werther. 

The French pastoral novel of the seventeenth century is the 
literature of a tired age; the society which has been exhausted in 
the civil wars rests from its exertions as it reads the beautiful and 
affected conversations of the amorous shepherds. But as soon as 
it has recovered and the wars of conquest of Louis XIV awaken it 
to new ambitions, the reaction against the precious novel begins, 
and this goes hand in hand with the attacks on preciosity which 
are being made by Boileau and Molifere. The pastoral novel of 
d’Urfd is succeeded by the heroic and love novel of La Cal- 
prenbde and Mile de Scudery, a genre which picks up the broken 
thread of the Amadis novels. The novel again deals with im¬ 
portant events, describes foreign lands and strange peoples, 
represents significant and impressive schemes and characters. Its 
heroism is, however, no longer the romantic recklessness of the 
novels of chivalry but rather the stern sense of duty of the 
tragedies of Corneille. Like the court drama, La Calprenbde’s 
heroic novel set out to be a school of will-power and magnanim¬ 
ity; and the same tragi-heroic ethic w’^as also expressed in Mme 
S.H.A. —2 523 c —2 



ROCOCO, CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM 

de la Fayette’s Princesse de Cleve. Here, too, the question was one 
of the conflict between honour and passion, and here, too, duty 
was triumphant over love. In this age of heroic stimuli, we are 
everywhere confronted by the same clear analysis of volitional 
motifs, the same rationalistic dissection of the passions, the same 
stern dialectic of moral ideas. Perhaps there is to be found a 
more intimate trait, a more personal nuance, a more fleeting 
aspect of the development of the feelings in Mme de la Fayette 
occasionally, but even in her work everything seems to be moved 
into the sharp light of consciousness and analytical reason. The 
lovers never for a moment find themselves the defenceless victims 
of their passion 5 they are not incurably, not irretrievably lost, as 
are Rend and Werther, and even Des Grieux and Saint-Preux. 

But in addition to all these bucolic-idyllic and heroic-amorous 
forms, there are certain phenomena even in the seventeenth 
century which herald the later middle-class novel. There is, 
above all, the picaresque novel, which differs from the fashion¬ 
able types mainly in the everyday reality of its motifs and its 
preference for the lowlands of life. Gil Bias and the Diable 
Boiteux still belong to this genre and certain traits even in 
Stendhal’s and Balzac’s novels are reminiscent of the motley 
mosaic of the picaresque view of life. Precious novels are still 
read for a long time in the seventeenth century, they are actually 
read far into the eighteenth century, but they are no longer 
written after 1660.®® The witty, artificial, aristocratically affected 
style yields to a more natural, more middle-class tone. Furetidre 
already gives to his unheroic unromantic novel in the picaresque 
manner the specific title Le Roman bourgeois. This description 
is, however, justified only by the motifs dealt with, for this work 
is still a mere juxtaposition of episodes, sketches and caricatures, 
a form, in other words, which has nothing in common with the 
concentrated ‘dramatic’ novel of modern times, where the action 
revolves around the fate of a principal character completely 
absorbing the reader’s interest. 

The novel, w’^hich, despite its popularity, represents an inferior 
and in some respects still backward form in the seventeenth 
century, becomes the leading literary genre in the eighteenth, 
to which belong not only the most important literary works, but 
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in which the most importeint and really progressive literary 
development takes place. The eighteenth century is the age of the 
novel, if only because it is an age of psychology. Lesage, Voltaire, 
Provost, Laclos, Diderot, Rousseau, are brimful of psychological 
observations, and Marivaux is obsessed with a mania for psycho¬ 
logy} he explains, analyses and comments on the spiritual atti¬ 
tudes of his figures incessantly. He takes every manifestation of 
life as an occasion for psychological considerations, and he never 
misses an opportunity of exposing the motives of his characters. 
The psychology of Marivaux and his contemporaries, above all of 
Provost, is much richer, finer and more differentiated than was 
the psychology of the seventeenth century} the characters lose 
much of their earlier stereotyped quality, they now become more 
complicated, more contradictory and make the character drawing 
of classical literature seem, for all its acuteness, somewhat sche¬ 
matic. Even Lesage still provides us almost exclusively with 
types, eccentrics and caricatures, and it is not until Marivaux and 
Pr<ivost that we have real portraits with indistinct, fleeting con¬ 
tours and the graded, toned-down colours of real life before us. 
If there is any border-line at all separating the modern from the 
older novel, then it runs here. From now on the novel is spiritual 
history, psychological analysis, self-unravelling, previously it was 
the representation of external happenings and spiritual processes 
as mirrored in concrete actions. It is true that Marivaux and 
Provost still move within the limitations of the anal 3 rtical and 
rationalistic psychology of the seventeenth century and really 
stand closer to Racine and La Rochefoucauld than to the great 
novelists of the nineteenth century. Like the moralists and 
dramatists of the classical period, they still split up the characters 
into their components and develop them from a few abstract 
principles, instead of the total context of life in which they stand. 
It is not until the nineteenth century that the decisive step 
towards this indirect, impressionistic psychology is taken and, 
thereby, a new conception of psychological probability created, 
which makes the whole of previous literature seem out of date. 
What strikes us as modern in the writers of the eighteenth 
century is the de-heroizing and humanizing of their heroes. They 
reduce their size and bring them closer to us} therein lies the 
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essential progress of psychological naturalism since the descrip¬ 
tion of love in the work of Racine. Prevost already shows the 
reverse side of the great passions, above all the humiliating and 
shaming situation for a man of being in love. Love is once again 
a disaster, a disease, a disgrace as it was described by the Roman 
poets. It gradually develops into the ‘amour-passion’ of Stendhal 
and takes on the pathological features which are to characterize 
love in the literature of the nineteenth century. Marivaux does 
not yet know the power of this love which attacks its victims like 
a ravenous animal and never leaves go of them againj but with 
Prevost it has already taken possession of the mind. The age of 
knightly love is over^ the fight against mesalliance begins. The 
degradation of love here serves merely as a social defence- 
mechanism. The stability of medieval feudal society and even 
that of the courtly society of the seventeenth century was not 
threatened by the dangers of love^ they needed no such defence 
against the excesses of prodigal sons. But now, when the frontiers 
between the social castes are crossed more and more frequently 
and not only the nobility but also the bourgeoisie has to defend 
a privileged position in society, the excommunication of the wild, 
incalculable love-passion, which threatens the prevailing social 
order, begins, and a literature arises which finally leads to the 
Dame aux camelias and to our Garbo films. Provost is doubtless 
still the unconscious instrument of the conservatism which a 
Dumas fils already serves consciously and with conviction. 

Rousseau’s exhibitionism is already heralded in Prdvost’s 
Manon Lescaut. The hero of the novel no longer spares himself 
in the least with the description of his inglorious love and even 
shows a masochistic delight in making confession of the weakness 
of his character. The fondness for such ‘mixtures of smallness 
and greatness, of the contemptible and the estimable’, as Lessing 
was to call them, with special reference to Werther, is already 
shown in Marivaux. The author of the Vie de Marianne is 
already conversant with the little weaknesses of even great souls, 
and not only draws his M. de Climal as a nature in whom attrac¬ 
tive and repulsive features are mixed, but also describes his 
heroine as a character who cannot be summed up on the spur of 
the moment. She is an honest and sincere girl, but she is never so 
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careless as to do or say anything that might injure her. She 
knows her trump-cards and plays them cleverly. Marivaux is 
the typical representative of an age of transition and reconstruc¬ 
tion. As a novelist, he gives his full support to the progressive, 
middle-class trend, but as a writer of comedy, he clothes his 
psychological observations in the old forms of intrigue. The new 
departure, however, is that love, which had previously always 
played only a secondary role in comedy, moves into the centre of 
the action,** and, with the conquest of this last important strong¬ 
hold, it completes its triumphal progress in modern literature, a 
development which is attributable to the fact that now even 
characters in comedy become more complicated and love itself 
acquires such a differentiated structuie that the comic featm'es 
which it receives are not able to damage its serious and sublimated 
quality. But the new characteristic in Marivaux the writer of 
comedy is, above all, his attempt to describe his figures as socially 
conditioned beings acting on impulses derived directly from their 
social position.*® For, just as Molifere’s characters are in love, but 
their being in love is never the theme around which his plays 
revolve, so, too, the social conditioning of their nature is certainly 
evident, but never the origin of the dramatic conflict. In Mari¬ 
vaux’s Jeu de Vamour et du hasard, on the other hand, the v/hole 
action liinges on a play with social appearances, namely on the 
question whether the principal characters are in fact the servants 
they disguise themselves to be or the masters whose identity they 
conceal. 

Marivaux has often been compared with Watteau, and the 
similarity of their witty and piquant styles certainly suggests the 
comparison. But they also confront us with the same problem of 
art sociology, for they both express themselves, in full harmony 
with the conventions of good society, in extremely cultivated 
forms, and yet neither of them is so successful as one would 
expect in the circumstances. Throughout his life, Watteau was 
really appreciated by only a few, and it is well known that Mari¬ 
vaux repeatedly failed with his plays. His contemporaries found 
his language complicated, affected and obscure and stamped his 
glittering, sparkling, nimble dialogue as ‘marivaudage’, which 
was not intended as an appreciation, although Sainte-Beuve 
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asserts, with some justification, that it is no small matter when 
the name of a writer becomes a household word. And even if, in 
the case of Watteau, one were to allow the explanation, which is 
no explanation, to stand, that he was too great for his age, and 
that great art ‘goes against human instincts’, that kind of explana¬ 
tion is in no way applicable to Marivaux, who was not a great 
writer. They were both the representatives of an age of transi¬ 
tion, and were never understood during their lifetime 5 this had 
nothing to do with their artistic quality, but was bound up with 
their historical r61e as precursors and pioneers. Artists of this kind 
never find an adequate public. Their contemporaries do not 
understand them, the next generation enjoys their artistic ideas 
usually in the diluted form of the epigones, and posterity, which is 
sometimes in a more favourable position to appreciate their 
works, can hardly any longer bridge the historical gap which 
separates them from the present. Both Watteau and Marivaux 
were not discovered until the nineteenth century, by connois¬ 
seurs whose taste was schooled by impressionism and at a time 
when their art had been long since out of date thematically. 

The rococo is not a royal art, as was the baroque, but the art 
of an aristocracy and an upper middle class. Private patrons dis¬ 
place the king and the state in the field of building activity 5 
‘hotels’ and ‘petites maisons’ are erected instead of castles and 
palaces 5 the intimacy and elegance of boudoirs and cabinets are pre¬ 
ferred to cold marble and heavy bronze^ grave and solemn colours, 
brown and purple, dark blue and gold, are replaced by light pastel 
colours, grey and silver, mignonette green and pink. In contrast 
to the art of the R 6 gence, the rococo gains in preciousness and 
brilliance, playful and capricious charm, but also in tenderness 
and spirituality 5 on the one hand, it develops into the society art 
par excellence, but, on the other, it approaches the middle-class 
taste for diminutive forms. It is a highly-skilled decorative art, 
piquant, delicate, nervous, by which the massive, statuesque, 
realistically spacious baroque is replaced^ but it is sufficient to 
think of artists like La Tour or Fragonard, to remember that the 
facility and the verve of this art is, at the same time, a triumph 
of naturalistic observation and representation. Compared with 
the wild, excited visions of the baroque, with their tumultuous 
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overflowing of the boundaries of ordinary life, everything pro¬ 
duced by the rococo seems feeble, petty and trifling, but no 
master of the baroque can wield a brush with greater ease and 
assurance than Tiepolo, Piazzetta or Guardi. The rococo really 
represents the last phase of the development which starts with 
the Renaissance, in that it leads to victory the dynamic, resolving 
and liberating principle, with which this development began and 
which had to assert itself again and again against the principle 
of the static, the conventional and the typical. It is not until the 
rococo that the artistic aims of the Renaissance finally succeed 
in establishing themselves^ now the objective representation of 
things attains that exactness and effortlessness which it was the 
aim of modern naturalism to achieve. The middle-class art, 
which begins after and partly even in the midst of the rococo, 
is already something fundamentally new, something absolutely 
different from the Renaissance and subsequent periods in the 
history of art. It marks the beginning of our present cultural 
epoch, which is conditioned by the democratic idea and by 
subjectivism and which is, no doubt, directly related to the elite 
cultures of the Renaissance, the baroque and the rococo from an 
evolutionary point of view, but is opposed to them in principle. 
The antinomies of the Renaissance and of the artistic styles 
dependent on it, the polarity of formal rigorism and naturalistic 
formlessness, of tectonics and pictorial dissolution, of statics and 
dynamics, are now replaced by the antagonism between rationalism 
and sentimentalism, materialism, and spiritualism, classicism and 
romanticism. The earlier antitheses very largely lose their mean¬ 
ing, since both forms of the artistic achievement of the Renais¬ 
sance period have become indispensable 5 the naturalistic accuracy 
of the representation is taken for granted as much as the com¬ 
positional harmony of the elements in a picture. The real ques¬ 
tion now is whether precedence is to be given to the intellect or 
the feeling, to the world of objects or the subject, to rationalistic 
insight or intuition. The rococo itself prepares the way for the 
new alternative, by undermining the classicism of late baroque 
and by creating with its pictorial style, its sensitiveness to pictur¬ 
esque detail and impressionistic technique an instrument which 
is much better suited to express the emotional contents of middle- 
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class art than the formal idiom of the Renaissance and the 
baroque. The very expressiveness of this instrument leads to the 
dissolution of the rococo, which is bent, however, by its own way 
of thinking on offering the strongest resistance to irrationalism 
and sentimentalism. Without this dialectic between more or less 
automatically developing means and original intentions it is im¬ 
possible to understand the significance of the rococo; not until one 
comes to see it as the result of a polarity which corresponds to the 
antagonism of the society of the same period, and which makes 
it the connecting link between the courtly baroque and middle- 
class pre-romanticism, can one do justice to its complex nature. 

The epicureanism of the rococo stands, with its sensualism 
and aestheticism, between the ceremonial style of the baroque 
and the emotionalism of the pre-romantic movement. Under 
Louis XIV the court nobility still extolled an ideal of heroic and 
rational perfection, even though in reality it mostly lived for its 
own pleasure. Under Louis XV the same nobility professes a 
hedonism which is also in harmony with the outlook and the 
way of life of the rich bourgeoisie. I'he dictum of Talleyrand: 
‘No one who did not live before 1789 knows the sweetness of 
life’, gives one an idea of the kind of life which these classes lead. 
The ‘sweetness of life’ is, of course, taken as meaning the sweet¬ 
ness of women; they are, as in every epicurean culture, the most 
popular pastime. Love has lost both its ‘healthy’ impulsiveness 
and its dramatic passionateness; it has become sopliisticated, 
amusing, docile, a habit where it used to be a passion. There is 
a universal and constant desire to see pictures of the nude; it now 
becomes the favourite subject of the plastic arts. Wherever one 
looks, whether at the frescoes in state apartments, the gobelins of 
the salons, the paintings in boudoirs, the engravings in books, 
the porcelain groups and bronze figures on mantelpieces, every¬ 
where one sees naked women, swelling thighs and hips, un¬ 
covered breasts, arms and legs folded in embraces, women with 
men and women with women, in countless variations and endless 
repetitions. Nudity in art has become so habitual that the ingdnues 
of Greuze produce an erotic effect merely by putting their clothes 
on again. But the ideal of female beauty itself has also changed, 
it has become more piquant, more sophisticated. In the age of the 
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baroque, mature and well-developed women were preferred, 
now slender young girls, often still almost children, are painted. 
The rococo is, in fact, an erotic art intended for rich and blas4 
epicureansj—a means of intensifying the capacity for enjoyment, 
where nature has set limits to it. It is only to be expected that 
with the art of the middle classes, the classicism and romanticism 
of David, Gdricault and Delacroix, the more mature, more 
‘normal’ type of woman comes back into fashion again. 

The rococo develops a striking form of ‘I’art pour Part ’5 its 
sensual cult of beauty, its affected and higlily-skilled, graceful 
and melodious formal language, surpasses every kind of Alexan- 
drinism. Its ‘Part pour Part’ is in some respects even more 
genuine and more spontaneous than that of the nineteenth 
century, since it is no mere programme and no mere demand but 
the natural attitude of a frivolous, tired and passive society, 
which turns to art for pleasure and rest. The rococo actually 
represents the final phase in a culture of taste, in which the 
principle of beauty still holds unrestricted sway, the last style in 
which ‘beautiful’ and ‘artistic’ are synonymous. In the work of 
Watteau, Rameau and Marivaux, and even in that of Fragonard, 
Chardin and Mozart, everything is ‘beautiful’ and melodious; in 
Beethoven, Stendhal and Delacroix this is by no means any 
longer tlie case—art becomes active, combative, and the striving 
for expression violates the formal structure. But the rococo is also 
the last universal style of Western Europe; a style which is not 
only universally recognized and moves within a generally speak¬ 
ing uniform system over the whole of Europe, but is also 
universal in the sense that it is the common property of all gifted 
artists, and can be accepted by them without reserve. After the 
rococo there is no such canon of form, no such universally valid 
trend of art. From the nineteenth century onwards the intentions 
of each single artist become so personal that he has to struggle 
for his own means of expression and can no longer accept ready¬ 
made solutions; lie regards every pre-established form as a fetter 
rather than a help. Impressionism again acquires fairly universal 
recognition, but the relation of the individual artist to that move¬ 
ment is no longer wholly unproblematical, and there is no such 
thing as an impressionistic formula in the rococo sense. In the 
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second half of the eighteenth century a revolutionary change 
took places the emergence of the modern middle class, with its 
individualism and its passion for originality, put an end to the 
idea of style as something consciously and deliberately held in 
common by a cultural community, and gave the idea of intellec¬ 
tual property its current significance. 

Boucher is the most important name in connection with the 
rise of the rococo formula and the masterly technique which 
gives the art of a Fragonard and Guardi that quality of unfailing 
certainty in the execution. He is the individually insignificant 
representative of an extraordinarily significant artistic conven¬ 
tion, and he represents this convention in such a perfect way that 
he attains an influence unlike that of any artist since Le Brun. 
He is the unrivalled master of the erotic genre, of the genre of 
painting most sought after by the fermiersgeneraux^ the nouveaux 
riches and the more liberal court circles, and the creator of that 
amorous mythology which, next to Watteau’s ‘fetes galantes’, 
provides the most important subject-matter of rococo painting. 
He transfers the erotic motifs from painting to the graphic arts 
and the whole of industrial art, and makes a national style out of 
the ‘peinture des seins et des culs’. Naturally, it is not the wliole 
of the art-minded public in France that sees Boucher as its lead¬ 
ing painter^ there is a cultured middle section of the bourgeoisie, 
which has already been having its say in literatui'e for a long time 
past, and which now goes its own ways in art. Greuze and 
Chardin paint their didactic and realistic pictures for this public. 
To be sure, their supporters do not all belong to the middle classes 
but also to those who provide the public of Boucher and Fragon¬ 
ard. Fragonard, for his part, often conforms to the taste which 
the ‘bourgeois’ painters strive to satisfy, and motifs are to be 
found even in Boucher which are not so far removed from the 
world of these painters. His ‘Breakfast’ in the Louvre, for example, 
can be described as a scene from middle-class, albeit upper 
middle-class life^ it is, at least, already genre painting and no 
longer the representation of a ceremony. 

The break with the rococo takes place in the second half of 
the century 5 the cleft between the art of the upper classes and 
that of the middle classes is obvious. The painting of Greuze 
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marks the beginning not only of a new attitude to life and a new 
morality, but also of a new taste—possibly a ‘bad taste’—in art. 
His sentimental family scenes, with the cursing or blessing 
father, the prodigal or the good and grateful sons, are of little 
artistic value. They lack originality in the composition, they are 
unremarkably drawn, their colours arc unattractive and, further¬ 
more, the technique has an unpleasant smoothness. The im¬ 
pression they make is cold and empty, despite their exaggerated 
solemnity, and mendacious, despite the emotions they display. 
The interests they attempt to satisfy are almost entirely non- 
artistic, and they present their unpainterly, in most cases purely 
narrative, subject-matter quite crudely, with no attempt to 
transfer it into genuine pictorial forms. Diderot praises them for 
portraying events which contain the germs of whole novels^®* 
but one might perhaps assert with more justification that they 
contain nothing that a story could not contain. They are ‘literary’ 
painting in the bad sense of the word, banal, moralizing, anec¬ 
dotic painting, and as such the prototyj)e of the most inartistic 
products of the nineteenth century. But the works of Greuze are 
not in bad taste merely on account of their ‘middle-class’ char¬ 
acter, although the change in the groups which are the upholders 
of taste is, naturally, bound up with an undermining of the old 
well-tried albeit schematized standards. The pictures of Chardin 
are, at any rate, among the best artistic products of the eighteenth 
century, in spite of their bourgeois plainness. And they are a 
much more genuine and honest middle-class art than that of 
Greuze, who, with his stereotyping of simple, chaste folk, his 
apotheosis of the middle-class family, his idealization of the art¬ 
less maiden, expresses more the ideas and conceptions of the 
upper than those of the middle and lower classes. In spite of that, 
the historical importance of Greuze is no less than that of Char- 
dinj in the struggle against the aristocratic and upper middle- 
class rococo, his weapons proved even more effective. Diderot 
may have over-estimated him as an artist, but his recognition of 
the political propagandistic value of his painting was well 
grounded. He was, at any rate, aware that the ‘I’art pour I’art’ 
of the rococo was under fire here, and if he asserted that it was 
the task of art ‘to honour virtue and expose vice’, if he wanted 
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to make art, the great match-maker, a school of virtue, if he 
condemned Boucher and Vanloo on account of their artificiality, 
their empty, easy, thoughtless dexterity and their libertinage, 
then he always had in mind the ‘punishment of the tyrants’, or, 
more concretely, the introduction of the middle class into the 
world of art, in order to lead it to a place in the sun. His crusade 
against the art of the rococo was merely a stage in the history 
of the revolution which was already imder way. 


2. THE NEW READING PUBLIC 

Intellectual leadership in the eighteenth century passes from 
France to economically, socially and politically more progi’essive 
England. The great romantic movement starts here about the 
middle of the century, but the enlightenment also receives its 
decisive impulse from this country. The French writers of the 
period see in English institutions the quintessence of progress and 
build up a legend around English liberalism—a legend which 
only partly corresponds to reality. The displacement of France as 
the upholder of culture by England proceeds hand in hand with 
the decadence of the French royal house as the leading European 
power and, hence, the eighteenth century sees the ascent of 
England both in pohtics and in the arts and sciences. The weaken¬ 
ing of. the king’s authority, which in France results in national 
decline, becomes a source of power in England, where enterpris¬ 
ing classes with an understanding of the trend of economic 
development and a capacity for adapting themselves to it stand 
ready to take over the reins of government. Parliament, which is 
now the expression of the liberal political aspirations of these 
classes and their strongest weapon against absolutism, sup¬ 
ported the Tudors in their fight against the feudal aristocracy, 
the foreign foe and the Roman Church, since the commercial and 
industrial middle classes, represented in Parliament, as well as 
the liberal nobility, with interests in the commercial activities 
of the bourgeoisie, recognized that this fight was promoting their 
own designs. Until towards the end of the sixteenth century, 
there was a close community of interests between the monarchy 
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and these classes. English capitalism was still in a primitive, 
adventurous stage of its development and the merchants gladly 
supported the confidential advisers of the Crown in joint piratical 
enterprises. The parting of the ways took place only when capital¬ 
ism began to follow more rationalistic methods and the Crown 
no longer needed the assistance of the middle class against the 
crippled aristocracy. The Stuarts, encouraged by the example of 
continental absolutism and believing that they had an ally in the 
French king, carelessly threw away both the loyalty of the middle 
classes and the support of Parliament. Tliey rehabilitated the 
old feudal nobility as a court nobility and laid the foundations 
of a new period of ascendancy for this class, to whom they 
were bound by stronger feelings and more permanent common 
interests than to their predecessors’ comrades in arms in the 
ranks of the middle class and the liberal gentry. Until 1640 the 
feudal nobility enjoyed considerable privileges and the state not 
only provided for the continuance of the latifundia, but tried to 
assure the great landowners of a share in the profit of capitalistic 
enterprises by monopolies and other forms of protectionism. This 
very practice, however, was fraught with disastrous consequences 
for the whole system. The economically productive classes w^ere 
by no means prepared to share their profits with the favourites 
of the Crown and protested against interventionism in the name 
of freedom and justice, slogans wliich they continued constantly 
to use when they themselves had become the beneficiaries of 
economic privilege. 

There is, as Tocqueville remarks, almost no political question 
which is not connected in some way with the imposition or the 
granting of taxes. At any rate, problems of taxation dominated 
public life in England from the end of the Middle Ages and 
became in the seventeenth century the immediate cause of the 
revolutionary movements. The same middle class that granted 
taxes to the Tudors without any fuss, and was ready to bear 
them in even greater measure in the years of the Civil War, 
refused them to Charles I because of his reactionary, anti-middle- 
class policy. When James II, a generation later, called on the 
council of the City of London to protect him against William 
of Orange, the citizens of London refused him their help and 
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preferred to supply the intruder with the means necessary for 
success. This was the beginning of that alliance between the mon¬ 
archy and the commercial classes which guaranteed the victory 
of capitalism and the continuance of the royal house in England.®’ 
The remains of feudalism, of which a clean sweep was only made 
a hundred years later in France, were already destroyed in Eng¬ 
land in the period of revolution between 1640 and 1660; but in 
both countries the Revolution was a class struggle, in which the 
classes tied to capital defended their economic interests against 
absolutism, pure landed property and, above all, against the 
Church.®® 

The great conflict, which dominates the political life of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, was waged in England 
between the Crown and the court nobility, on the one side, and 
the classes interested in capitalism, on the other, but in reality 
at least three different, economically antagonistic groups stood 
against each other; the big landowners, the bourgeoisie in alliance 
with the capitalistically-minded nobility and the already very 
complex group of small tradesmen, town labourers and peasants. 
But in the eighteenth century this latter category was not men¬ 
tioned much either in Parliament or literature. 

The Parliament that met after 1688 was by no means a 
‘representation of the people’ in our sense of the term; its task 
was to establish capitalism on the ruins of the old feudal order and 
to stabilize the predominance of the economically productive 
elements over the parasitic classes in sympathy with absolutism 
and the ecclesiastical hierarchy. The Revolution did not result in 
a new distribution of economic property, but it created rights to 
freedom which finally benefited the whole nation and the whole 
civilized world. For, even if these rights could at first be exercised 
only imperfectly, they signified, nevertheless, the end of absolute 
royal power and the beginning of a development which bore 
within it the seeds of democracy. Parliament wanted, above all, 
to exert a conserving influence, that is, to create conditions under 
which the elections would remain dependent on commercially 
based landed property and the commercial capital associated with 
it. The antagonism between the Whigs and Tories was a conflict 
of secondary importance within the common cause of the classes 
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represented in Parliament. Whichever of the two parties was at 
the helm, political life was led by the aristocracy, which had far- 
reaching influence on the elections and made the middle class its 
satellite. When power passed from the Tories to the Whigs, it 
merely meant that the administration encouraged commer¬ 
cialism and dissent rather than pure landed property and the 
Anglican Churchy parliamentary government was, however, as 
much the rule of an oligarchy as ever. The Whigs no more 
wanted a Parliament without a monarchand without aristocratic 
privileges, than did the Tories a monarchy without a Parliament. 
Neither party thought of Parliament as a democratic corporation^ 
they regarded it merely as the guarantee of their own privileges 
against the Crown. Furthermore, Parliament retained this class 
character throughout the eighteenth century. The country was 
ruled alternately by a few dozen Whig and Tory families who, 
with their first-born in the House of Lords and their younger 
sons in the Commons, monopolized the whole of political life. 
Two-thirds of the Members of Parliament were simply nominated 
and the rest chosen by not more than 160,000 electors, and 
some of their votes were acquired corruptly. The census, which 
made the franchise dependent in the first place on ground rent, 
secured a predominant place in Parliament for the land-owning 
classes from the very outset. But in spite of the limited franchise, 
the buying of votes and corruptibility of Members of Parliament, 
England was already in the eighteenth century a modern nation in 
gradual process of liberation from the relics of medievalism. At 
any rate, its citizens enjoyed a personal freedom still unknown in 
the rest of Europe $ and the social privileges themselves, which in 
England were based on the mere ownership of land and not, as in 
France, on mystical birthrights,®* made it easier to reconcile the 
lower classes to the intrinsically more elastic class distinctions. 

The English social order of the eighteenth century has often 
been compared wdth conditions in Rome in the last period of the 
Republic^ the fact, however, that the organization of Roman 
society, with its senator class, its eqidtes and its plebeians, is re¬ 
peated, to a certain extent, in the categories of the parliamentary 
aristocracy, the moneyed classes and the ‘poor’ in England, can 
hardly be said to be remarkable in itself—^this tripartition is 
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in fact characteristic of all more advanced societies where the 
process of equalization has not yet begun. What gives special 
significance to the parallel between England and Rome is the 
emergence of the aristocracy as the class by which parliament 
is dominated, and the thoroughly fluid boundaries between 
the patricians and the capitalists. But the relationship between 
these classes and the plebs is rather different in the two countries. 
It is true that the Roman authors of the period mention the poor 
just as seldom as do the English writers of the eighteenth 
century,^® but whilst the proletariat constantly occupies public 
attention in Rome, it plays almost no part at all in English politics. 
Another peculiarity distinguishing Englisli from Roman society 
—and not only from Roman—is that the nobility, which norm¬ 
ally becomes impoverished under similar conditions, increases 
its wealth and remains the well-to-do class in England.The 
ruling class in this country shows its political wisdom not only by 
allowing the bourgeoisie to earn and by itself earning alongside 
of it, but by renouncing of its own accord the fiscal privileges to 
which the French aristocracy clings most firmly of all.^^ 
France only the poor pay taxes, in England only the rich,*® 
which does not mean that the situation of the poor is essentially 
any better, but the budget remains balanced and the most dis¬ 
graceful privilege of the nobility disappears. In England power 
is held by a commercial aiisLocracy which probably does not 
feel and think more humanely than the aristocracy in general, 
but which, thanks to its business experience, has more sense of 
reality and understands in good time that its interests are 
identical with those of the state. The universal levelling tendency 
of the age, which influences everything except the difference 
between rich and poor, assumes more radical forms in England 
than elsewhere, and creates for the first time modern social 
relationships based essentially on property. The lack of distance 
between the different levels of the social hierarchy is guaranteed 
not only by a series of intermediaiy grades, but also by the 
indefinable nature of the individual categories themselves. The 
English ‘nobility’ is a hereditary nobility, but the title of a peer 
always passes only to the eldest son 5 there is hardly any difference 
between the younger sons and the ordinary gentry. But the 
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boundaries dividing the lower nobility from the immediately 
inferior classes cire also fluid. Originally the gentry was identical 
with the ‘squirearchy’; gradually, however, it absorbed not only 
the local notabilities but also all the elements of society which 
were differentiated from the manufacturing classes, the small 
tradesmen and the ‘poor’ by reason of property and culture. 
Hence the concept of the gentleman lost all legal significance and 
became indefinite even with reference to a certain fixed standard 
of life. Membership of the ruling class was more and more depend¬ 
ent on a common cultural level and ideological agreement. That 
explains, above all, why the transition from the aristocratic 
rococo to bourgeois romanticism in England was not bound up 
with the kind of violence to cultural values that occurred in 
France or Germany. 

The cultural levelling process in England i§ expressed most 
strikingly in the rise of the new and regular reading pubhc, by 
which is to be understood a comparatively wide circle reading 
and buying books regularly and thereby assuring a number of 
writers a livelihood free from personal obligations. The existence 
of this public is due, first of all, to the increasing prominence of 
the well-to-do middle class, which breaks the cultural pre¬ 
rogatives of the aristocracy and shows a hvely and ever-growing 
interest in literature. The new upholders of culture can produce 
no individual personalities ambitious and rich enough to come 
forward as patrons on the grand scale, but they are numerous 
enough to guarantee a sale of books sufficient to provide writers 
with a living. The objection to the explanation of the existence 
of this public as being due to the presence of an economically, 
socially and politically influential middle class, and the argument 
that the middle class had already become important in the seven¬ 
teenth century and that its cultm-al function in the eighteenth 
cannot, therefore, be derived simply from the improvement of 
its social position,** are easily refuted. In the seventeenth century 
artistic culture was limited to the court aristocracy above all 
because of the puritanical outlook of the middle class. Circles 
outside the court themselves gave up the function they had 
fulfilled in Elizabethan culture; they had first to regain their 
place in cultural life, that is, to traverse a road which could 
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follow on from their fresh economic and social rise only after a 
certain interval. Tlie prosperity of the middle class had to spread 
and become firmly established before it could again become the 
basis of intellectual leadership. Finally, the aristocracy itself had 
to adopt certain aspects of the bourgeois outlook on life, in order 
to form a homogeneous cultural stratum with the middle class 
and in order adequately to strengthen the reading public, and this 
could not happen until after it had begun to participate in the 
business life of the bourgeoisie. 

The former court aristocracy had not constituted a real read¬ 
ing public^ it is true that it somehow looked after its writers, but 
it did not regard them as the producers of indispensable goods, 
only as servants whose service could also be dispensed with in 
certain circumstances. It supported them more for reasons of 
prestige than because of the real value of their accomplishments. 
At the end of the seventeenth century the reading of books was 
not yet a very widespread recreation $ as far as secular belles- 
lettres were concerned, which consisted very largely of old- 
fashioned stories of love and marvels, only people of the upper 
classes with no other occupation could be considered potential 
readers 5 and learned books were read only by scholars. The 
literaiy education of women, who were to play such an important 
part in the literary life of the following century, was still defec¬ 
tive. We know, for example, that Milton’s elder daughter could 
not write at all and that Dryden’s wife, who, incidentally, came 
from an aristocratic family, had a desperate struggle to master 
the grammar and spelling of her mother tongue.^® The only 
kind of book that had a wider public in the seventeenth and 
the beginning of the eighteenth century was the edifying re¬ 
ligious tractj secular fiction formed only an unimportant fraction 
of the total book-production.^® The turning away of the reading 
public from devotional books to secular belles-lettres, which until 
about 1720 still dealt mainly with moral subjects and only later 
began to treat more trivial themes, can, contrary to Schoeffler’s 
assumption,®^ be attributed only indirectly to Walpole’s politiciz¬ 
ing of the Church and to the free-thinking activities of the 
Anglican clergy. The liberal policy and secular outlook of the 
High Church were merely symptoms of the enlightenment, 
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which, in its turn, was nothing more than the ideological ex¬ 
pression of the dissolution of feudalism and the arrival of the 
middle classes. But the evidence proving that the Protestant 
clergy played a highly important part in the dissemination of 
secular literature and the education of the new reading public*® 
is, nevertheless, one of the most significant results of the modern 
sociology of literature. Without the publicity they received from 
the pulpit, the novels of Defoe and Richardson would scarcely 
have achieved the popularity accorded to them. 

Towards the middle of the century the number of readers 
grows to a marked degree; more and more books appear which, 
judging by tlie prosperity of the book trade, must have found 
their buyers. Around the turn of the century reading is already 
one of the necessities of life for the upper classes, and the posses¬ 
sion of books is, as has been noted, just as much taken for granted 
in the circles described by Jane Austen as it would have caused 
surprise in the world of Fielding.*® Of the cultural media on 
which the new reading public thrives, the periodicals which 
spread from the beginning of the century onwards—^the great 
invention of the age—are the most important. From them the 
middle class receives both its literary and its social culture, 
both of which are still based fundamentally on aristocratic 
standards. The aristocracy has also changed a good deal since the 
days of its absolute power, and has learnt its lesson from the 
victory of the urban middle-class over the courtly mind. A 
tension between tlie forms of thinking and feeling of the aristo¬ 
cratic and the middle classes still continues for a long time, how¬ 
ever. The coolly intellectual, sceptically superior mentality of the 
aristocracy does not vanish from one day to the next; on the 
contrary, it still makes its influence felt in the affected style and 
stoic moral philosophy of the periodicals. In literature proper 
classicistic taste prevails longer than in the press; here intellect 
and wit, clever ideas and highly-skilled technique, clarity of 
thought and purity of language, as represented by the supporters 
of Pope and the Wits’, are regarded as the literary qualities par 
excellence right up to the middle of the century. Nothing is more 
typical of the transitional character of this semi-court, semi¬ 
bourgeois culture, than the thin intellectual stratum of writers 
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and amateurs who try to distinguish themselves from ordinary 
mortals by their classical education, their fastidious taste and 
their playful and complacent wit. How these intellectuals then 
gradually disappear, how certain qualities of their mental equip¬ 
ment become the accepted precondition of literary culture, whilst 
others come to seem all the more ridiculous, how, above all, 
coquettish wit is displaced by common sense and formal elegance 
by emotional directness, all that belongs to the later develop¬ 
ment and to the complete emancipation of the middle-class spirit 
in literature. In the end the tension between the two directions 
ceases entirely and middle-class literature is no longer opposed 
by anything that could be called courtly. That does not mean, 
however, that all tension comes to an end and that literature is 
dominated by a single, undivided taste. On the contrary, a new 
antagonism develops, a tension between the literature of tlie 
cultured dlite and that of the general reading public, and lapses 
of good taste are to be observed, in which the weaknesses of the 
light fiction of a later age are already discernible. 

Steele’s Taller^ which begins to appear in 1709, Addison’s 
Spectator^ by which it is replaced two years later, and the ^moral 
weeklies’ which follow them, first create the preconditions of a 
literature which bridges the gap between the scholar and the 
more or less educated general reader, between the aristocratic 
bel esprit and the matter-of-fact bourgeois, a literature which is, 
therefore, neither courtly nor really popular, and which stands, 
with its stern rationalism, its moral harshness and its ideal of 
respectability, halfway between the knightly-aristocratic and the 
bourgeois-puritanical outlook on life. Through these periodicals, 
which, with their short pseudo-scientific dissertations and ethical 
enquiries, form the best introduction to the reading of real books, 
the public becomes accustomed for the first time to the regular 
enjoyment of serious literature; through them reading becomes a 
habit and a necessity for comparatively wide sections of society. 
But the periodicals themselves are already the product of a 
development connected with the alteration in the social position 
of the writer. After the glorious Revolution it is no longer at 
court that authors find their patrons; the court has ceased to 
exist in the old sense and will never again take up its earlier 
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cultural function.®® The r61e of court circles as patrons of litera¬ 
ture is taken over by the political parties and the government, 
which is now dependent on public opinion. Under William III 
and Anne, power is divided between the Tories and the Wliigs 
and the two parties have, therefore, to wage an incessant war 
for political influence, in which they cannot forgo the weapon of 
literary propaganda. The writers themselves are forced to under¬ 
take this task, whether they like it or not, since, as the old form 
of patronage is on the point of disappearing altogether and the free 
book market cannot yet depend on a sufficient public, they have 
no reliable source of income apart from political propaganda. Just 
as Steele and Addison become journalists representing directly or 
indirectly the interests of the Whigs, so Defoe and Swift are also 
active as political pamphleteers and pursue political aims even in 
their novels. The idea of ‘I’art pour Part’ would have had some¬ 
thing irresponsible and immoral about it for them, if they had 
been able to conceive such an idea at all. Robinson Crusoe is a 
novel with a socially instructive purpose, and Gulliver is a topical 
social satire; both are political propaganda in the strictest sense 
of the term and nothing but propaganda. This is probably not the 
first time that we are confronted by a militant literature with 
direct social purposes, but the ‘paper canon-balls’ of Swift and his 
contemporaries would have been unthinkable before the intro¬ 
duction of the freedom of the press and the public discussion of 
political questions of the day. Now for the first time writers 
emerge as a regular social phenomenon, making ad hoc weapons 
of their pens and hiring them out to the highest bidder. 

The fact that they no longer face a single compact phalanx 
of power, but two different parties, makes them independent, for 
they can now choose their employers more or less in accordance 
with their own inclinations.®^ But if the politicians regard them 
simply as their confederates, then in most cases that is based on 
a pure illusion, the maintenance of which flatters and profits both 
sides. Now, as for the two greatest publicists of the age, Defoe 
usually defends his own real convictions, and, at any rate, the 
hatred in Swift’s passionate utterances is genuine. The former, 
a Whig, is a profound optimist, whereas the latter, as goes with¬ 
out saying for a Tory under Walpole, is a bitter pessimist; the 
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one proclaims a pm-itanical middle-class philosophy of life based 
on faith in the world and faith in God, the other exhibits a 
sarcastically superior, misanthropic and world-despising attitude 
to life. They are the most conspicuous literary representatives of 
the two political camps into which England is divided. Defoe is 
the son of a London butcher and dissenterj the suppressed but 
stubborn puritanism of his fathers still comes through in his 
writings. He himself suffered at the hands of High-Church- 
inspired Tory rule. The victory of the Whigs finally vindi¬ 
cates the expectations of his social compeers and co-religionists 
and it is the optimistic outlook of this middle class that is expressed 
through him for the first time in secular literature. Robinson, 
who, thrown back on his own resources, triumphs over the stub¬ 
bornness of nature and creates prosperity, security, order, law 
and custom out of nothing, is the classical representative of the 
middle class. The story of his adventures is one long hymn in 
praise of the industry, endurance, inventiveness and common 
sense which overcomes all difficulties, in a word, the practical 
middle-class virtues j it is the confession of faith of a class with 
keen social aspirations and conscious of its strength, and it is, 
at the same time, the manifesto of a young, enterprising nation 
fighting its way to world-dominion. Swift sees only the reverse 
of all this 5 not only because he looks at it from another social 
standpoint from the outset, but also because he has already lost 
Defoe’s simple confidence. He is one of the first to experience the 
disillusionment of the period of enlightenment and he moulds 
his experience into the super-Candide of the age. He is one of the 
minds that hatred turns into genius, and he sees things that 
others cannot see, because he hates better than others and 
because, as he writes to Pope, he wants to torment and not 
delight the world. Hence he becomes the author of the most cruel 
book of a century which, for all its humanity and sentiment, is 
by no means lacking in cruel books. It is heirdly possible to 
imagine anything more opposed to the philanthropic ‘Robinson’ 
than this second great ‘youth novel’ of Enghsh literature, the 
cruelty of which is perhaps surpassed only by the third classical 
example of the genre, Don Quixote. Nevertheless, there are 
certain features common to Gulliver and Robinson Crusoe. First 
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of all, they both have their literary origin in those phantastic 
travel novels and Utopian stories of marvels, which were so 
popular in the Renaissance and the best-known representatives 
of which are Cyrano de Bergerac, Campanella and Thomas More. 
But they also hinge on the same philosophical problems, namely 
the origin and validity of human culture. These problems could 
become so important, as they did become for Defoe and Swift, 
only in an age in which the social foundations of civilization had 
begun to totter, and it was only under the direct impact of the 
passing of leadership in cultural affairs from one class to another, 
that it was possible to formulate so pointedly the idea of the 
dependence of civilizations on social conditions. 

With the development of political propaganda in literature, 
the economic and social position of writers undergoes a funda¬ 
mental change. Now that they are compensated for their services 
with high office and abundant reward, their moral value also 
rises in the estimation of the public. Addison marries a Countess 
of Warwick, Swift stands in friendly relationship with such 
personalities as Bolingbroke and Harley in the ‘Kitcat Club’, a 
Count of Sunderland and a Duke of Newcastle associate with 
Vanbrugh and Congreve on equal terms. But one must not forget 
that these writers are appreciated and rewarded solely on account 
of their political services and not because of their literary or moral 
qualities.®* And since the politicians now have the means of 
reward, above all, high office, at their disposal, the parties and the 
government take over the position in literattire once occupied by 
court coteries and the king. Only the price they pay is higher and 
the honours they award to their authors greater than the rewards 
formerly bestowed on a writer. Locke is a Cqmmissioner of the 
Court of Appeal and the Board of Trade, Steele holds a similar 
office at the Stamp Office, Addison becomes a Secretary of State 
and retires Avith a pension of £1,600, Granville is a member of the 
House of Commons, becomes Minister of War and Treasmer of 
the Royal Household, Prior obtains the post of an ambassador and 
Defoe is entrusted with various political missions.®* At no other 
time and in no other country have writers been honoured with 
so many high offices and dignities as in England at the beginning 
of the eighteenth century. 
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This exceptionally favourable situation for authors reaches its 
climax in the last years of the reign of Queen Anne, and comes 
to an end completely when Walpole enters office in 1721. The 
assumption of office by the Whigs creates conditions in which 
writers become unprofitable to the government and which bring 
political patronage to a sudden end. The power of the government 
party seems so consolidated that it is able to forgo all propaganda} 
the influence of the Tories, on the other hand, is so small that 
they are not in a position to pay authors for their services. 
Walpole, who has no personal relation to literature, also does not 
find any surplus money and vacant offices for authors. The more 
lucrative appointments have to be given to Members of Parlia¬ 
ment whose support is needed, or to constituencies it is desired to 
reward for services rendered. It has been realized, after all, that 
there are always dissatisfied writers, however many have been 
satisfied, and that Halifax, the most generous of all patrons, had 
the greatest number of literary enemies.®* Public interest in 
writers cools down. Pope, Addison, Steele, Swift, Prior, withdraw 
from the capital and from public life and continue to write, if at 
all, in rural solitude. The economic situation of the younger 
writers becomes worse from day to day. Thomson is so poor that 
he is forced to sell one canto of his ‘Seasons’, in order to buy 
himself a pair of shoes, and Johnson fights against the most bitter 
poverty at the beginning of his career. The man of letters is no 
longer a gentleman} and his public esteem and self-respect 
decline along with the security of his existence. He acquires bad 
manners, falls into untidy habits, becomes unreliable and, finally, 
breeds t 3 rpes like Savage, who would have been impossible in the 
age of courtly culture, and who are really already the precursors 
of the modern bohemian. 

Fortunately, private patronage does not stop so abruptly as 
political subvention. The old aristocratic tradition had never 
entirely broken down, and now that writers can and must turn 
again to private customers, it experiences a kind of renaissance. 
The new system of patronage is not so widespread as the old, but, 
in general, it is guided by more adequate considerations, so that 
sooner or later every gifted writer finds a patron if he tries.®® At 
any rate, there were few authors who would have been in a 
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position to forgo private support in this transitional period 
between the age of political propaganda and free-lance activity in 
the literary world. Complaints about the system of patronage are 
constantly heard, but there is hardly any mention of a writer 
ever having had the courage to part from his patron. Being 
dependent on a patron was after all less uncomfortable than being 
dependent on a publisher, although it was a more personal 
relationship and, therefore, often seemed to be more humiliating. 
Even Johnson, who struggled throughout his life against the 
system of canvassing for patrons and did not think much of the 
institution, admitted that it was, nevertheless, possible to be the 
protdge of a lord and yet preserve one’s independence. Fielding’s 
relationship to his protector proves that it actually was feasible. 
Writers who had not enjoyed any private support usually had to 
hire themselves out as day-labourers and take on the work of 
translation, making excerpts, preparing revised editions, proof¬ 
reading, writing contributions to periodicals and popular works of 
reference. Even Johnson, the later arbiter of English literature, 
begins his career as a hack. Pope cannot, it is true, be included 
in any of these categories, and seems to remain free of external 
ties, but, in fact, he is in the service of the aristocracy that sub¬ 
scribes to his books and that rightly regards him as its own. With 
the revival of private patronage, the esteem in which the pro¬ 
fessional author is held declines once again, as even the attitude 
of men with such a high literary culture as Horace Walpole and 
Lord Chesterfield proves. The latter’s famous words: ‘We, my 
lords, may thank Heaven that we have something better than 
our brains to depend upon’, are a perfect expression of the 
dominant view. But some authors also share this view and pre¬ 
tend that for them writing is simply a noble passion. Congreve, 
who desired Voltaire to regard him, above all, as a ‘gentleman’ 
and not as a writer, belongs to this category. 

After the middle of the century, patronage comes to an 
absolute end, and round about the year 1780 no writer any longer 
counts on private support. The number of independent poets and 
men of letters living on their writing increases from day to day, 
just a« does the number of people who read and buy books and 
whose relation to the author is purely impersonal. Johnson and 
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Goldsmith now write only for such readers. The patron’s place is 
taken by the publisher^ public subscription, which has very aptly 
been called collective patronage, is the bridge between the two.®* 
Patronage is the purely aristocratic form of the relationship 
between author and public^ the system of public subscription 
loosens the bond, but still maintains certain features of the per¬ 
sonal character of the relationships the publication of books for a 
general public, completely unknown to the author, is the first 
form of the relationship to correspond to the structure of a 
middle-class society based on the anonymous circulation of goods. 
The publisher’s r61e, as the mediator between author and public, 
begins with the emancipation of middle-class taste from the 
dictates of the aristocracy and is itself a symptom of this emanci¬ 
pation. It forms the historical starting point of literary life in the 
modern sense, as typified not only by the regular appearance of 
books, newspapers and periodicals, but, above all, by the emer¬ 
gence of the literary expert, the critic, who represents the general 
standard of values and public opinion in the world of literature. 
The forerunners of the eighteenth-century men of letters, especi¬ 
ally the humanists of the Renaissance, were not in a position to 
fulfil that kind of function, because they had no periodical press 
at their disposal and, therefore, no appropriate means of influenc¬ 
ing public opinion. 

Until the middle of the eighteenth century writers did not 
live on the direct profit accruing from their works but on pen¬ 
sions, beneficies and sinecures, which often bore no relationship 
to the intrinsic value or general attraction of their writings. Now, 
for the first time, the literary product becomes a commodity, the 
value of which conforms to its saleableness on the free market. 
One can welcome or deplore this change^ but the development 
of authorship into an independent and regular profession would 
have been unthinkable in the age of capitalism without the 
transformation of personal service into an impersonal commodity. 
It was only in this way that authorship was able to attain a firm 
material footing and its present public esteem^ for the buyer of 
a book that appears in an edition of a thousand copies is obviously 
not doing the author a favour, whereas rewarding him for a 
manuscript always seems like making a present. In an age of 
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courtly and aristocratic society a man’s reputation depended on 
the standing of his protector, but now, in the epoch of liberalism 
and capitalism, the freer he is from personal ties and the more 
successful he is in his impersonal dealings with other people, 
based on mutual service, the greater is the esteem he enjoys. 
The literary hack does not disappear entirely, it is true, but 
there is such a great demand for literary entertainment and 
instruction, especially for historical, biographical and statistical 
encyclopaedias, that the average author can count on an assured 
income.®’ In organizations like Smollet’s ‘literary factory’, where 
work is in progress, at one and the same time, on a translation of 
Don QuixotCy a History of England^ a Compendium of Voyages 
and a translation of the works of Voltaire, there is employment 
for anyone who can write.®® A lot is lieard about the exploitation 
of writers in this period, and the publishers were certainly in no 
sense charitable institutions^ but Johnson says to their credit tliat 
they were punctilious and generous partners and we know that 
recognized and marketable authors received considerable sums 
for their works even judged by present-day standards. Hume, for 
example, earned £3,400 from his History of Great Britain 
(1754*-61) and Smollett £2,000 from his historical work (1757- 
65). Conditions have undergone a big change since the days of 
Defoe, who, to begin with, could not find any publisher at all for 
his Robinson Crusoe and, in the end, received £10 for the manu¬ 
script. With the achievement of material independence, the 
moral esteem of writers now rises to unprecedented heights. In 
the age of the Renaissance famous writers and scholars were 
certainly extolled, but the average man of letters was put in the 
same category as the clerk and the private secretary. Now for the 
first time the writer as such enjoys the regard due to the repre¬ 
sentative of a higher sphere of life. ‘Nous protegeons les grands, 
protecteurs d’autrefois’ says a philosopher in a comedy by 
Dorat.®* Now for the first time the ideal of the creative person¬ 
ality arises, of the artistic genius with his originality and sub¬ 
jectivism, as already characterized by Edward Young in his 
Conjectures on Original Composition (1759). 

The element of genius in artistic creation is in most cases 
merely a weapon in the competitive struggle, and the subjective 
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mode of expression often only a form of self-advertisement. The 
subjectivism of the pre-romantic poets is partly, at any rate, a 
consequence of the growing number of writers, of their direct 
dependence on the book market and their competition against 
one another, just as the romantic movement in general, with its 
middle-class emphasis on the sentiments, is nothing more than 
the product of intellectual rivalry and an instrument in the fight 
against the classicistic world-view of the aristocracy with its ten¬ 
dency to the normative and the universally valid. Hitherto the 
middle class had striven to adopt the artistic idiom of the upper 
classes, now, however, tliat it has become so well-to-do and 
influential that it can afford a literature of its own, it tries to 
make its own individuality felt, in opposition to these upper 
classes, and to speak its own langiiage, which, if only out of mere 
antagonism to the intellectualism of the aristocracy, develops into 
a language of sentimentality. The revolt of the emotions against 
the coldness of the intellect is as much a part of the ideology of 
the ambitious and progressive classes in their fight against the 
spirit of conservatism and convention, as is the rebellion of the 
^genius’ against the constraint of rules and forms. The rise of the 
modern middle class is connected, like that of the ministcrialcs in 
the Middle Ages, with a romantic movement 5 in both cases the 
redistribution of social power leads to the dissolution of formal 
ties and produces a sudden heightening of sensibility. 

The turning away from the intellectual culture of classicism 
to the emotional culture of romanticism has often been described 
as a change of taste expressing the weariness and disgust felt by 
the cultured circles of society with the sophisticated and decadent 
art of the period. Against this view it has rightly been pointed 
out that the mere desire for novelty plays a relatively small part 
in the alternation of styles, and that the older and the more 
developed a tradition of taste is, the less liking for change it shows 
of its own accord. Hence a new style can make its way only with 
difficulty, if it does not address itself to a new public.®® At any 
rate, the aristocracy of the eighteenth century would have had 
small reason for surrendering its old aesthetic discernment, if the 
middle class had not taken over the intellectual leadership in 
Western Europe. It was also by no means prepared to entrust 
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itself to this new leadership and to share the emotionalism of the 
lower classes. But, as we know, the dominant tendency of an 
age often presses the very classes into its service that it threatens 
with destruction. And the eighteenth century olfers the classical 
example of precisely this phenomenon. The aristocracy played 
an outstanding part in the preparatory stages of the Revolution 
and shrunk back from it only when it became clear what its 
victory would entail. The upper classes played a similar part in 
the development of anti-classical culture. In the assimilation and 
propagation of the ideas of the enlightenment they vied with the 
middle class and often even surpassed it^ it was only Rousseau’s 
frankly plebeian and irreverent way of thinking that brought 
them to their senses and drove them into opposition. Voltaire’s 
dislike for Rousseau is already an expression of the resistance of 
this social elite. But in most of the leading personalities the 
elements of rationalism and emotionalism are intermingled from 
the very outset^ their intellectual sensibility makes them, to some 
extent, indifferent to their own class interests. The development 
of art, which was already rather heterogeneous in the seventeenth 
century, becomes now, in the age of pre-romanticism, even more 
complicated and presents an even more obscure picture than in 
the succeeding period. The nineteenth century is, in fact, already 
absolutely dominated by the middle class, in which there are 
certainly acute differences of wealth, but no very acute differences 
in cultural standards; the only deep rift here is between the 
classes that share the privileges of culture and those that are 
wholly excluded from them. In the eighteenth century, on the 
other hand, both the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie are divided 
into two camps; in both there is a progressive and a conservative 
group, with many points of contact but with its own personal 
identity intact. 

In its origins, romanticism is an English movement, just as 
the modern middle class, which here speaks for itself for the first 
time in literature independently of the aristocracy, is a result of 
English conditions. Thomson’s nature poetry. Young’s ‘Night 
Thoughts’ and Macpherson’s Ossianic laments as well as the 
sentimental novel of manners of Richardson, Fielding and Sterne 
are all only the literary form of the individualism which also 
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finds expression in laissez-faire and the Industrial Revolution. 
They are phenomena of the age of commercial wars, which brings 
the thirty years’ peaceful hegemony of the Whigs to an end and 
leads to the loss of French leadership in Europe. At the end of the 
struggle the British Empire is not only the leading world power 
and not only plays the same part in world commerce as Venice in 
the Middle Ages, Spain in the sixteenth centiuy and France and 
Holland in the seventeenth, but remains strong internally, in 
contrast to its predecessors,*^ and is able to continue the fight for 
economic supremacy with the technical acquisitions of the Indus¬ 
trial Revolution. England’s military triumphs, the geographical 
discoveries, the new markets and ocean-routes, the relatively 
great capital sums on the look-out for investments, all that is 
part of the background which is the precondition of this revolu¬ 
tion. The mass of new inventions cannot be explained by the 
mere progress of the exact sciences and the sudden emergence of 
technical abilities. The inventions are made because they can be 
put to good use, because there is a meiss demand for industrial 
goods which it is impossible to satisfy with the old production 
methods and because the material means for effecting the neces¬ 
sary technical alterations are available. In the previous history of 
the sciences, considerations for industry had played a relatively 
small part; it is not until the last third of the eighteentli centiuy 
that research comes to be dominated by the technological outlook. 
Nevertheless, the Industrial Revolution does not signify an 
absolutely new beginning. It is, in fact, the continuation of a 
development which had already started at the end of the Middle 
Ages. Neither the divorce between capital and labour nor the 
businesslike organization of goods production is new; machines 
had been known for centuries, and ever since there had existed 
a capitalistically based economy, the rationalization of production 
had been constantly progressing. But the mechanization and 
rationalization of production now enters a decisive phase of its 
development in which the past is entirely liquidated. The gulf 
between capital and labour becomes unbridgeable; the power of 
capital, on the one hand, and the suppression and misery of the 
working class, on the other, reach a stage in which the whole 
atmosphere of life is changed. However old the beginnings of this 
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development are, at the end of the eighteenth century it leads to 
a new world. 

The Middle Ages, with all its relics, its corporative spirit, its 
particularistic forms of life, its irrational, traditional methods of 
production, disappears once and for all, to make room for an 
organization of labour based solely on expediency and calculation 
and a spirit of ruthless competitive individualism. With the 
thoroughly rationalized factory, run on these princijjles, the 
‘modern age’ in the real sense of the word—the machine age— 
begins. There arises a new type of working system conditioned by 
mechanical methods, tlie strict division of labour and an output 
adapted to meet the needs of mass consumption. As a con¬ 
sequence of the depersonalization of labour, its emancipation 
from the personal capacities of the worker, a far-reaching matter- 
of-faclness in the relationship between employee and employer 
arises. Harder conditions and more constrained forms of life aiise 
with tlie concentration of the working class in the industrial cities 
and their dependence on the fluctuating labour market. As a 
result of being tied to one definite factory, the capitalist develops 
a new and stricter morality of work; for the labourer, however, 
who feels no kind of personal link between himself and the 
factory, the ethical value of work disappears. Finally, a new social 
structin-e comes into being: a new capitalist stratum (the modern 
employers), a new urban middle class, threatened with extinction 
(the heirs of the smedl and medium tradesmen and manufac¬ 
turers), and a new working class (the modern industrial prole¬ 
tariat). Society loses the former differentiation of professional 
types and, especially in the lower grades, the levelling process is 
terrifying. Craftsmen, day labourers, propertyless and uprooted 
peasants, skilled and imskilled workmen, men, women and chil¬ 
dren, all become mere drudges in a great, mechanically function¬ 
ing factory run on the lines of a barracks. Life loses its stability 
and contimuty, all its forms and institutions are dislocated and 
always shifting. The mobilization of society is conditioned, above 
all, by the migration to the towns. Whilst the enclosures and the 
commercialization of agriculture lead to unemployment, the new 
industries create new opportunities for labourj the result is 
the depopulation of the village and the overpopulation of the 
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industrial city, which, with its dreary routine and its over¬ 
crowding, represents a completely unfamiliar and bewildering 
background to life for the uprooted masses. The cities are like 
great labour camps and prisons, they are uncomfortable, unclean, 
unhealthy and ugly beyond all conception.** The living con¬ 
ditions of the urban working class sink to such a low level that the 
existence of the medieval serf seems quite idyllic in comparison. 

The amount of capital necessary to run an industrial under¬ 
taking capable of standing up to competition leads to the funda¬ 
mental divorce between labour and the means of production, 
and brings about the typically modern struggle between capital 
and labour. Since the means of production are only within the 
reach of the capitalist, all the worker can do is to offer his 
labour for sale and make his existence entirely dependent on the 
chances of the prevailing market, in other words, to run the risk 
of a situation in which he is threatened by the constant fluctua¬ 
tion of wages and by periodical unemployment. It is not, how¬ 
ever, only the destitute labouring class that succumbs in the 
competitive struggle against the factory, but also the small in¬ 
dependent master craftsmen—^they, too, lose their independence 
and the feeling of security. The new method of production also 
deprives the propertied classes of their peace of mind and their 
confidence. The most important form of wealth was formerly 
landed property, which became transformed only slowly and 
hesitantly into commercial and banking capital; but even mobile 
capital participated in industry only to a very small extent.** It is 
only from about 1760 onwards that the industrial undertaking 
becomes a popular form of capital investment. But the running 
of a factory, with its machines, its consumption of raw material 
and its army of workmen, presupposes more and more consider¬ 
able means and leads to a more intense accumulation of capital 
than was required by the previous forms of goods production. 
With the new concentration of wealth and its investment in 
means of production the era of high capitalism truly begins.** 
But the highly speculative phase of capitalist development also 
begins. In the older agrarian economy capital risks and specula¬ 
tion were unknown, and to indulge in risky transactions even in 
industrial and financial business had hitherto been rather 
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exceptional} but the new industries gradually become too much 
for the capitalists, and factory owners often play with bigger 
stakes than they can afford to lose. An existence endangered in 
this way produces, for all its actual prosperity, an outlook on life 
from which the optimism of an earlier age vanishes beyond recall. 

The new type of capitalist—^the industrial leader—develops 
new talents with his new function in economic life and, 
above all, a new discipline and. evaluation of labour. He allow- 
commercial interests to recede to a certain extent and concens 
trates on the internal organization of his factory. The principle of 
expediency, methodical planning and calculabihty, which had 
become very important in the economy of the leading countries 
since the fifteenth century, now becomes all-powerful. The 
employer disciplines himself just as ruthlessly as he does his work¬ 
men and employees, and becomes just as much the slave of his 
concern as his staff.*® The raising of labour to the level of an 
ethical force, its glorification and adoration, is fundamentally 
nothing but the ideological transfiguration of the striving for 
success and profit and an attempt to stimulate even those elements 
who share least in the fruits of their labour into enthusiastic 
co-operation. The idea of freedom is part of the same ideo¬ 
logy. In view of the risky nature of his business, the industrial 
employer must enjoy absolute independence and freedom of 
movement, he must not be hampered in his activity by any out¬ 
side interference, must not be injured in favour of his rivals by 
any measures of state. The essence of the Industrial Revolution 
consists in the triumph of this principle over the medieval and 
mercantilist regulations.*® Modern economy first begins with the 
introduction of the principle of laissez-faire, and the idea of 
individual freedom first succeeds in establishing itself as the ideo¬ 
logy of this economic liberalism. Those connections do not, of 
course, prevent both the idea of labour and the idea of freedom 
from developing into independent ethical forces and from often 
being interpreted in a really idealistic sense. But to realize how 
small a part was played by idealism in the rise of economic 
liberalism, it is only necessary to recall that the demand for free¬ 
dom of trade was directed, above all, against the skilled master, 
in order to take away from him the only advantage he had over 
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the mere contractor. Adam Smith himself was still far from 
claiming such idealistic motives for the justification of free com¬ 
petition $ on the contrary, he saw in human selfishness and the 
pursuit of personal interests the best guarantee for the smooth 
functioning of the economic organism and the realization of the 
general weal. The whole optimism of tlie enlightenment was 
bound up with this belief in the self-regulating pow er of economic 
life and the automatic adjustment of conflicting interests^ as soon 
as this began to disappear, it became more and more difficult to 
identify economic freedom with the interests of the general 
weal and to regard free competition as a universal blessing. 

The author’s aloofness tow^ards his characters, his strictly 
intellectual approach to the world, the reserve in his relationship 
to the reader, in a word, his classicistic-aristocratic restraint, 
comes to an end, as economic liberalism begins to establish itself. 
The principle of free competition and the right of personal 
initiative are paralleled by the author’s desire to express his sub¬ 
jective feelings, to make the influence of his own personality felt 
and to make the reader the direct witness of an intimate conflict 
of mind and conscience. This individualism, however, is not 
simply the translation of economic liberalism into the literary 
sphere, but also a protest against the mechanization, levelling- 
down and depersonalization of life connected with an economy 
left to run itself. Individualism transfers the system of laissez- 
faire to the moral life, but, at the same time, protests against a 
social order in which human beings are severed from their per¬ 
sonal inclinations and become the bearers of anonymous func¬ 
tions, the buyers of standardized goods and mere tools in a world 
growing more and more uniform every day. The two basic forms 
of social causality, imitation and opposition, now combine to 
produce the romantic mood. The individualism of this romanti¬ 
cism is, on the one hand, a protest of the progressive classes 
against absolutism and state interventionism, but, on the other, 
it is also a protest against this protest, that is to say, against the 
concomitant phenomena and consequences of the Industrial 
Revolution, in which the emancipation of the bourgeoisie was 
completed. The polemical character of romanticism is expressed, 
above all, in the fact that it does not merely move in individual- 
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istic forms, but makes its individualism the basis of a definite 
programme. To start with, it is able to formulate its ideal of 
personality and its woi ld-view only in terms of contradiction and 
negation. There have always been strong, self-willed individuals, 
and Western man had already become conscious of his individu¬ 
ality in the Renaissance, but it is only since the middle of the 
eighteenth century that individualism as a challenge and a pro¬ 
test against the depersonalization inherent in tlie process of 
civilization has existed. It goes without saying that conflicts 
between the individual and the world, between the personality 
and society, between the citizen and the state, had also occurred 
in earlier periods of literature, but the antagonism had never 
been felt to flow from the individual character of the person in 
conflict with the collective unit. In the drama, for example, the 
conflict did not result from the motif of a fundamental estrange¬ 
ment of the individual from society or the conscious revolt of tlie 
individual against social ties, but from a concrete, personal anti¬ 
thesis between the different characters in the play. It is entirely 
arbitrary to explain the tragedy in the older drama as resulting 
from the idea of individuation j such an interpretation turns out 
on closer analysis to be an untenable, if ever so pleasant, con¬ 
struction of romantic aesthetics. Before the romantic period, in¬ 
dividualism as an attitude had never become problematical, it 
could, therefore, not become the theme of a dramatic conflict 
either. 

Like individualism, emotionalism, too, serves the middle class 
as a means of expressing its intellectual independence of the 
aristocracy. Sentiments are asserted and emphasized, not because 
they are suddenly experienced more strongly and more deeply, 
but are exaggerated by auto-suggestion, because they represent 
an attitude opposed to the aristocratic outlook on life. The so long 
despised bourgeois looks at himself admiringly in the mirror of 
his own spiritual life, and the more seriously he takes his feelings, 
moods and impulses, the more important he appears to himself. 
In the middle and lower strata of the bourgeoisie, where this 
emotionalism has the deepest roots, the cult of the sentiments is, 
however, not merely a premium put on success but, at the same 
time, a compensation for lack of success in practical life. As 
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soon, however, as the culture of the feelings has found its objec¬ 
tive expression in art, it makes itself more or less independent of 
its origin and goes its own ways. The sentimentalism which was 
originally the expression of bourgeois class-consciousness, and due 
to the repudiation of aristocratic aloofness, leads to a cult of 
sensibility and spontaneity, the connection of which with the 
anti-aristocratic frame of mind of the middle class is increasingly 
lost to sight. At first people were sentimental and exuberant, 
because the aristocracy was reserved and self-controlled, but soon 
inwardness and expressiveness become artistic criteria, the vali¬ 
dity of which is recognized even by the aristocracy. There is a 
deliberate hunt for spiritual shocks and gradually a real emotional 
virtuosity is achieved, the whole soul is dissolved in pity and, in 
the end, the only aim pursued in art is the excitement of the 
passions and the rousing of the sympathies. Sentiment becomes 
the most reliable medium between artist and public and the most 
expressive means of interpreting reality^ to hold back from the 
expression of feeling now means to forgo artistic influence alto¬ 
gether, and to be without feeling means to be dull. 

The moral rigorism of the middle class is, like its individu¬ 
alism and emotionalism, another weapon directed against the 
aristocratic outlook. It is not so much the continuation of the old 
middle-class virtues of simplicity, honesty and piety, as more a 
protest against the frivolity and extravagance of a social stratum 
whose levity has to be made good by others. The middle class 
plays off its prudery, especially in Germany, first of all against 
the immorality of the princes, which it only dares to attack in 
this indirect way. But it is quite unnecessary to mention their 
moral corruption directly 5 it is sufficient to praise the pure morals 
of the middle class, and everyone knows what is meant.®’ Now 
a regular occurrence in the eighteenth century repeats itself: 
the aristocracy accepts the viewpoint and standards of value of 
the middle class j virtue becomes a fashion in the upper classes, 
just as sentimentality had become a vogue. With the exception 
of a few specialists of obscenity, not even the French novelists 
have any longer a desire to be described as frivolousj what the 
public looks for now is the praise of virtue and the condemnation 
of vice. Perhaps Rousseau himself might not have given so 
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much space in his works to moralizing sermons, if he had not 
known that Richardson owed his success very largely to such 
digressions.** 

But if the tendency to individualism, emotionalism and 
moralism still lay to some extent in the very nature of the middle- 
class mind, the literature of pre-romanticism called forth qualities 
in it which were foreign to its earlier disposition, thus, above all, 
the proneness to melancholy which was in contradiction to the 
former middle-class optimism, to elegiac moods and even to a 
decided pessimism. This phenomenon cannot be explained by a 
spontaneous change of mind, but only by social displacements and 
restratifications. The upholders of the romantic movement are, 
first of all, not quite the same elements of the middle class as in 
the first half of the century had formed the bourgeois contingent 
of the reading public. The new strata, which make themselves 
heard now, have no intellectual contacts with the aristocracy and 
less reason for optimism than the economically privileged bour¬ 
geoisie. But even the old reading public, the bourgeoisie which 
had intermingled with the aristocracy, has altered in its spiritual 
outlook. Its elation with victory, its confidence, its self-assurance, 
which were almost boundless at the time of its first successes, 
dwindle and evaporate. It now begins to take its achievements 
for granted, to become conscious of what has been denied it, and 
it already feels perhaps that it is menaced by the classes tliat are 
climbing up from below. The misery of the exploited has a dis¬ 
turbing and depressing effect in any case. A deep melancholy 
possesses men’s soulsj the shady sides and the inadequacies of life 
are seen everywhere; death, night, loneliness and the yearning 
for a distant, unknown world, removed from the present, become 
the main theme of poetry and literature, and a surrender is made 
to the intoxication of suffering, just as a surrender had been 
made to the voluptuousness of sentimentalism. 

In the first half of the century middle-class literature still had 
a thoroughly practical and realistic character; it was borne by a 
healthy common sense and ffUed with a love for immediate 
reality. After the middle of the century it suddenly comes to 
consist of nothing but escapism, above all the attempt to escape 
from strict rationality and watchful consciousness into tvnbid 
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emotionalism, from culture and civilization into the irresponsi¬ 
bility of tlie state of nature and from the clear present into the 
infinitely ambiguous past. Spengler once remarked how strange 
and unprecedented was the cult of the ruin in the eighteenth 
century^®® but the longing of the educated man for the primitive 
state of nature was no less strange and the suicidal self-dissolution 
of reason in the chaos of sentiment no less unprecedented—all 
tendencies, however, which make themselves felt in English 
literature even before the appearance of Rousseau. In contrast to 
the yearning for the historical past, which w^as a product of 
romanticism itst^lf, the yearning for nature as an escape from 
conventionality had a long history behind it. It had appeared 
repeatedly, as we know, in the form of bucolic poetry at the 
height of the urban and courtly cultures, and as an artistic trend 
independent of naturalism, often indeed in opposition to it. Even 
in the eighteenth century the love for nature bears more a 
moral than an aesthetic cliaracter, and has practically nothing to 
do with the later naturalistic interest in reality. For the poets of 
pre-romanticism there is a direct relationship between the simple, 
honest man, living in modest middle-class circumstances, who 
now appears for the first time as an ideal in literature—for 
example in Goldsmith—and the innocence of nature ’5 they re¬ 
gard the countryside as the most suitable and most harmonious 
background for the activities of such a man. But they do not 
see nature more exactly nor do they enter into more intimate 
details in their descriptions than would be in keeping with a 
normally progressing development of the means of aristic expres¬ 
sion. Their relationship to nature merely has different moral 
presuppositions than that of their predecessors. Nature for them 
is still the expression of the divine idea, and they continue to 
interpret it according to the principle of ‘Deus sive natura’j it is 
not until the nineteenth century that a more direct, more un¬ 
prejudiced approach to nature was achieved. But the generation 
of the pre-romantics experiences nature, in contrast to earlier 
times, in any case, as the revelation of moral powers, ruling in 
accordance with human moral concepts. The changing seasons of 
the day and year, the quiet moonlit night and the raging tempest, 
the mysterious mountain landscape and the unfathomable sea, 
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all this they see as a great drama, a play in which the manifesta¬ 
tions of human destiny are transferred to the wider setting of 
nature. Nature now takes up much more space in literature than 
formerly, and in this respect, too, romanticism paves the way for 
a new" development, in opposition to classicism, which is limited 
to the purely human world; it still does not signify, however, a 
break with the anthropocentrism of older literature, but, at most, 
the transition from the humanism of the enlightenment to the 
naturalism of the present time. The heterogeneous make-up of 
the pre-romantic conception of nature is also expressed in the 
English garden, the great symbol of the age, that combines 
within itself perfectly natural and thoroughly artificial char¬ 
acteristics. It is a protest against all straight lines, against every¬ 
thing rigid and geometrical, and it is a profession of faith in 
the organic, the irregular and the picturesque; but with its 
artificial hills, ponds, islands, bridges, grottoes and ruins, it also 
represents just as unnatural a pattern as the French park, the 
only difference being that it is guided by different rules of taste. 
How far removed this generation still was from a clear rejection 
of classicism is best shown by the fact tliat the same artists who 
design romantically picturesque gardens follow the manneristic 
trend of Palladio when they have to build palaces. The Gothici/.- 
ing style, which now emerges, is used, to start with, only in 
buildings of lesser importance, such as villas and country-house- 
like castles.70 The upper classes make a fundamental distinction 
in art between public and private purposes, and realize that 
the anti-classicistic and romantic form is only suitable for the 
latter. A Horace Walpole, who has his castle. Strawberry Hill, built 
in the Gothic style and, at the same time, introduces the fashion 
of medieval subjects in the novel with his Castle of Otranto^ is 
anything but a romantic spirit; as far as gi'and, representative 
art is concerned, he continues to acknowledge traditional classical 
ideals. But even if his experimenting with medieval themes is 
only the expression of a fondness for innovation, the romantic 
trend of these experiments is no less significant as a symptom of 
the age.'^i 

In the case of intellectual movements, such as the romantic, 
it is almost impossible to establish a definite beginning; they 
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often have their source in tendencies which suddenly emerge 
and, for lack of adequate response, are dropped again, in a word, 
in tendencies which remain individual experiments with no 
particular sociological relevance. There are already ‘romantic’ 
phenomena in the style of the seventeenth century, and in the 
first half of the eighteenth century we meet them on every hand. 
But it is hardly possible to speak of a romantic movement in the 
real sense before the appearance of Richardson; he is the first to 
combine the most essential characteristics of the style. And he 
finds such a felicitous formula for the new trend of taste that 
the whole of romantic literature, with its subjectivism and senti¬ 
mentalism, seems to depend on him. At any rate, such a mediocre 
artist has never exerted such a deep and lasting influence; or, to 
put it in other words, the historical importance of an artist has 
never been determined by reasons lying so entirely outside his 
own artistic genius. The decisive reason for Richardson’s in¬ 
fluence was that he was the first to make the new middle-class 
man, with his private life, living within the framework of the 
home, absorbed by his family affairs, unconcerned with fictitious 
adventm-es and marvels, the centre of a literary work. The stories 
he tells are those of ordinary middle-class people, not heroes and 
rogues, and what he is concerned with are the simple, intimate 
affairs of the heart, not lofty and heroic deeds. He forgoes the 
amassing of colourful and fantastic episodes and concentrates on 
the spiritual life of his hei'oes. The epic material of his novels is 
based on a slender plot, which is nothing more than a pretext for 
analysing the emotions and examining the conscience. His char¬ 
acters are thoroughly romantic, but free of all romanesque and 
picaresque traits.’* He is also the first to stop creating exactly 
definable types; he portrays the mere flow and fluctuation of 
feelings and passions—^the characters as such do not interest him 
particularly. 

With the contraction of the world of the novel to the modest 
and often idyllic private life of the middle class, with the limita¬ 
tion of the motifs to the great and simple fundamentals of family 
life and the fondness for unpretentious, unobtrusive destinies 
and characters, in a word, with the reduction of the novel to the 
domestic scene, it also becomes more ethical in its purpose. This 
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process is connected not merely with the shift in the composition 
of the reading public and the entry of the middle classes into the 
hterary world, but also with the general ‘repuritanization’ of 
English society, which takes place about the middle of the cen¬ 
tury and adds substantially to the public for the new literature.’® 
The main purpose of the family novel and the novel of manners 
is didactic, and Richardson’s novels are fundamentally moral 
tracts in the form of pathetic love stories. The author takes on the 
r61e of a spiritual adviser, discusses the great jiroblems of life, 
forces the reader to examine himself, clears up his doubts and 
helps him with fatherly counsel. He has been rightly called a 
‘Protestant father confessor’, and it was not for nothing that his 
books were recommended from the pulpit. Their influence can 
only be understood if one takes into account their double func¬ 
tion as light reading and as devotional literature, and remembers 
that, as the family reading of the middle class, they not only 
satisfied a new need but eliminated an old one and displaced the 
reading of the Bible and Bunyan.’* Today, in an age in which the 
subjective approach in literature has long since established itself, 
it is difficult to explain what it was in these novels that fascinated 
the contemporary public so greatly and affected it so deeply^ but 
one must not forget that there was as yet nothing in the litera¬ 
ture of the time to compare Avith the directness and intensity 
of the psychological descriptions in these novels. Their expres¬ 
sionism acted as a revelation and the frankness of the self¬ 
exposure of their characters seemed to be unsurpassable, however 
affected and forced the tone of these confessions seems to us 
today. But at that time it was a new tone, a tone sounding from 
the depth of a Christian soul that had lost its bearings in the 
struggle of life and was seeking a new foothold. The middle 
class immediately grasped the importance of the new psychology 
and understood that its own deepest qualities were finding ex¬ 
pression in the emotional intensity and inwardness of these 
novels. It knew that a specifically middle-class culture could only 
be constructed on this foundation and it therefore judged 
Richardson’s novels not according to traditional criteria of taste, 
but according to the principles of the bourgeois ideology. It 
developed new standards of aesthetic value from them, such as 
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subjective truths sensibility and intimacy, and laid the founda¬ 
tions of the aesthetic theory of modern lyricism. But the upper 
classes were also perfectly conscious of the significance of this con¬ 
fessional literature, and rejected its plebeian exhibitionism with 
disgust. Horace Walpole calls Richardson’s novels dreary tales of 
woe, which describe life as if through the eyes of a bookseller or a 
Methodist preacher. Voltaire is silent about Richardson and even 
a d’Alembert is very reserved about him. Good society does not 
acfopt tlie subjective view of art held by the romantics until its 
social origins have already become effaced and its social function 
has partly changed. 

Richardson’s success-morality is just as foreign to the upper 
classes as liis subjectivism. The recommendations and admoni¬ 
tions which he bestows, to show the aspiring middle class how to 
make its way in society, form a moral philosophy which means 
nothing to the aristocracy and the upper bourgeoisie. It is the 
morality of the hard-working apprentice who marries his 
master’s daughter, as Hogarth portrayed him, or of the virtuous 
maiden who is finally married by her master, as Richardson him¬ 
self describes her, establishing one of the most popular themes of 
modern literature. Pamela is the prototype of all such modern 
wish-fulfilment stories. The development of the motif leads from 
Richardson to the films of our day, in which the irresistible 
private secretary withstands all the wiles of seduction and in¬ 
duces her presumptuous boss to marry her in the proper manner. 
Richardson’s moralizing novels contain the germ of the most 
immoral art that has ever existed, namely the incitement to in¬ 
dulge in those wish-fantasies in which decency is only a means 
to an end, and the inducement to occupy oneself with mere 
illusions instead of striving for the solution of the real problems 
of life.’® They also, for that reason, denote one of the most impor¬ 
tant dividing lines in the history of modern literature^ previously 
the works of an author were either really moral or immoral, but 
since his time the books which want to appear moral in most 
cases merely moralize. In the struggle against the upper classes 
the bourgeois loses his innocence, and, as he has to emphasize his 
virtue all too often, he becomes a hypocrite. 

The autobiographical form of the modern novel, whether a 
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story loW in the first person or in letter or diary form, merely 
serves to intensify its expressionism and is only a means of stress¬ 
ing the shift of attention from outside to inside. From now 
onwards the diminution of the distance between the subject and 
the object becomes the principal aim of all literary effort. With 
the striving for this psychological directness, all the relations be¬ 
tween the author, the hero and the reader are changed: not only 
the author’s relation to his public and the characters of his work, 
but also the reader’s attitude to these characters. The author 
treats the reader as an intimate friend and addresses himself to 
him in a direct, so to say, vocative style, llis tone is constrained, 
nervous, embarrassed, as if he were always speaking about him¬ 
self. He identifies himself with his hero and blurs the dividing 
line between fiction and reality. He creates a middle-kingdom for 
himself and his characters, which is sometimes remote from the 
reader’s world, sometimes fused with it. Balzac’s attitude to the 
characters of his novels, of whom he was in the habit of speak¬ 
ing as if they were personal acquaintances, has its origin here. 
Richardson falls in love with his heroines and sheds bitter tears 
over their fate; but his readers also speak and write about 
Pamela, Clarissa and Lovelace as if they were real, living per¬ 
sons.^* There arises a hitherto unheard of intimacy between the 
public and the heroes of novels; the reader not only invests them 
with a greater spaciousness of life than the life enclosed within 
the limits of the particular work, he not only imagines them in 
situations which have nothing to do with the work itself, he also 
brings them constantly into relationship with his own life, his 
own problems and ambitions, his own hopes and disappoint¬ 
ments. His interest in them becomes entirely personal, and in the 
end he can only understand them at all in relation to his own per¬ 
sonality. It is true that even in earlier times the heroes of the 
great novels of knighthood and adventure were taken as models; 
they were ideals—idealizations of real men and ideal patterns for 
men of flesh and blood. But it would never have occurred to the 
ordinary reader to measure himself by their standards and to re¬ 
late their privileges to himself. The heroes moved ab ovo in a 
different sphere; they were mythical figimes and their stature 
in matters of good and evil was of superhuman quality. The 
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remoteness of the symbol, of the allegory, of the legend, separated 
them from the reader’s own world and prevented an all too direct 
relationship with them. Now, on the contrary, the reader has the 
feeling that the hero of the novel is merely consummating his— 
the reader’s—unfulfilled life and realizing his neglected oppor¬ 
tunities. For, at some time or other, everyone has been on the 
point of experiencing a novel in real life and of becoming some¬ 
thing like the hero of a novel. From such illusions the reader 
derives his right to put himself on the same level as the hero and 
to claim for himself his exceptional position, his extra-territorial 
rights in life. Richardson invites the reader to put himself in the 
position of the hero, to romanticize his existence, and encourages 
him to absent himself from the fulfilment of the duties of the 
unromantic daily round. In this way, the author and the reader 
become the principal actors in the novels they flirt with each 
other all the time and maintain an illegal relationship in w'hich 
all the rules of the game are broken. The author speaks to the 
public over the footlights and the readers often find him more 
interesting than his characters. They enjoy his personal com¬ 
ments, reflections, ‘stage directions’ and do not take it amiss, for 
example, when Sterne becomes so preocciipied with his marginal 
comments that he never reaches the story itself. 

Both for the author and the public the work is, above all, the 
expression of a spiritual situation, the value of which lies in the 
immediacy and personal quality of the experiences described. 
The reader is moved only by what is represented as a stirring, 
exciting, introverted event involving the destiny of a well- 
defined, interesting individual. To make an impression, the work 
must be a homogeneous, self-contained drama, made up entirely 
of a series of smaller ‘dramas’, each of which moves towards its 
own particular climax. In other words, an effective work develops 
in a rising crescendo, from point to point, from climax to climax. 
Hence the loaded, forced, often violent quality of expression that 
characterizes the productions of modern art and literature. Every¬ 
thing is bent on immediate effect, on surprise and stupefaction. 
Novelty is desired for novelty’s sake; the piquant and the extra¬ 
ordinary is sought after, because it stimulates the nerves. It is this 
need which gives rise to the first thrillers and the first ‘historical’ 
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novels with their mysterious atmosphere, filled with the false 
grandeur of history. All this signifies a lowering of the prevailing 
standard of taste and heralds the beginning of a decline in quality. 
In many respects the artistic culture of the nineteenth century is 
superior to that of the eighteenth, but it shows a weakness which 
was unknown to the age of the rococo; it lacks the safe and 
baleinced, if not always the most flexible criteria of courtly art. 
It goes without saying that even before the romantic movement 
weak and unimportant artistic products existed, but everything 
that was not purely dilettante had a certain level and there arose 
neither literary works which had an3rthing in common with the 
cheap psychology and trashy sentimentality of later light fiction, 
nor works in the plastic arts which had anything in common with 
the insipidity of the neo-Gothic, for example. These phenomena 
do not appear until leadership in cultural affairs passes from the 
upper classes to the middle class, although they do not always 
arise in the lower classes themselves. But in judging a turning 
point like the one under consideration here, the criterion of taste 
proves perhaps to be too narrow and sterile to be worth abiding 
by. ‘Good taste’ is not merely an historically and sociologically 
relative concept, but it has also only limited significance as a 
category of aesthetic valuation. The tears which are shed in the 
eighteenth century over novels, plays, musical compositions, are 
not only the sign of a change in taste and of the shift of aesthetic 
value from the exquisite and the reserved to the drastic and the 
importunate, they mai‘k, at the same time, the beginning of a 
new phase in the development of that European sensibility of 
which the Gothic was the first triumph and of which the nine¬ 
teenth century was to be the climax. This turning point signifies 
a much more radical break with the past than the enlightenment 
itself, which, in fact, represents merely the continuation and 
completion of a development that had been in progress since 
the end of the Middle Ages. The criterion of mere taste breaks 
down in face of a phenomenon like the beginning of this new 
emotional culture, which leads to a wholly new concept of 
poetry. ‘La poesie veut quelque chose d’dnorme et sauvage’, as 
Diderot says,’’ and although this wildness and audacity is not 
realized immediately, nevertheless, it stands before the poet as 
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an artistic ideal, as the imperative demand that poetry should 
move, overwhelm and infatuate the human heart. The ‘bad 
taste’ of the pre-romantics is the origin of a development to 
which we owe, to some extent, the most valuable qualities 
of nineteenth-century art. Balzac’s impetuosity, Stendhal’s com¬ 
plexity, Baudelaire’s sensibility, are just as inconceivable with¬ 
out it as Wagner’s sensualism, Dostoevsky’s spirituality or 
Proust’s neurasthenia. 

The romantic tendencies which appear in Richardson were 
first given European significance and a universally applicable 
form by Rousseau. The irrationalism, which was able to make its 
way in England only slowly, was developed by a Swiss, whom 
Mme de Stael described with good reason as the representative of 
the Nordic, that is, of the German spirit in French literature. The 
Western European nations were permeated so deeply by the ideas 
of the enlightenment, by its rationalism and materialism, that 
the emotional and spiritualistic trend met with strong opposition, 
to begin with, and found a bitter enemy even in a man like 
Fielding, who, after all, represented the same middle class as 
Richardson. Rousseau approached the problems of the time with 
much less prejudice than the intellectual leaders of the enlight¬ 
ened West. He not only belonged to the comparatively tradition¬ 
less petty bourgeoisie, he was also a ddclass^ who did not feel tied 
even to the conventions of this class. Such conventiotis were, 
moreover, on the whole more elastic in Switzerland, which had 
remained unaffected by court life and uninfluenced by the aristo¬ 
cracy, than in France or England. The emotionalism which in 
Richardson and the other representatives of English pre-roman¬ 
ticism was not always directly aimed at the rationalism of the 
enlightenment, and in which the antithesis to this movement was 
often only latent, assumed the character of open rebellion in 
Rousseau, His Rack to Nature! had only one motive in the last 
analysis: to strengthen resistance to a development which had led 
to social inequality. He turned against reason, because he saw in 
the process of intellectualization also that of social segregation. 
Rousseau’s primitivism was only a variant of the Arcadian ideal 
and a form of those dreams of redemption which one meets in all 
exhausted cultures,’® but in Rousseau that feeling of ‘discomfort 
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with culture’, which so many generations before him had felt, be¬ 
came conscious for tlie first time and he was also the first to 
develop a philosophy of history from this cultural weariness. The 
real originality of Rousseau consisted in his thesis, so monstrous 
in its implications for the humanism of the enlightenment, that 
the cultured man is degenerate and the whole history of civiliza¬ 
tion a betrayal of the original destination of mankind, that, there¬ 
fore, the basic doctrine of the enlightenment, the belief in pro¬ 
gress, turned out on closer examination to be a superstition. Such 
a revaluation of standards could only take place along with a 
radical change in the whole social philosophy of the time, and 
can only be explained by the fact that the strata represented by 
Rousseau no longer considered it possible to fight the artificiality 
and mendacity of court culture wdth the instruments of the 
enlightenment^ tliey sought for weapons which did not derive 
from the intellectual arsenal of their enemies. In the criticism 
which Rousseau directed against the culture of the rococo and the 
enlightenment, in his exposure of their mechanical and often 
soulless formalism, Lo which he opposed the idea of the spontane¬ 
ous and the organic, he was not merely expressing his awareness 
of the cultural crisis in which Europe had been involved ever 
since the destruction of the Christian unity of the Middle Ages, 
but also the modern concept of culture in general, with its in¬ 
herent antagonism of spirit and form, spontaneity and tradition, 
nature and history. The discovery of this tension is Rousseau’s 
epoch-making achievement. But the danger of his teaching w^as 
that, w^ith his one-sided championing of life against history, his 
escape to the state of nature which was nothing more than a leap 
into the unknown, he prepared the way for those nebulous ‘philo¬ 
sophies of life’ wliich, out of despair at the apparent powerless¬ 
ness of rational thinking, argue that reason should commit 
suicide. 

Rousseau’s ideas were in the air5 he only expressed what 
many of his contemporaries knew, namely that they were faced 
with a choice and had to decide either for Voltairianism, with its 
reasonableness and respectability, or for the surrender of his¬ 
torical traditions and a completely new beginning. There is no 
personal relationship in the whole history of European culture 
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with more profound symbolic significance than that between Vol¬ 
taire and Rousseau. These two contemporaries, if not precisely 
members of the same generation, who were bound to one another 
by innumerable material and personal ties, who had mutual 
friends and supporters, both of whom were contributoi’s to such 
an ideologically sharply defined literary undertaking as the 
Encyclopedic and were regarded as the most influential precur¬ 
sors of the Revolution, stood on the two opposite sides of the great 
watershed which divided modern, individualistic and anarchic 
Europe from a world in which the ties of the old formalistic cul¬ 
ture were not yet wholly dissolved. Rousseau’s naturalism implies 
the denial of everything that Voltaire considered the quintes¬ 
sence of civilization, above all, of the limitations of a subjectivism 
which, in his opinion, was only permitted as long as it was recon¬ 
cilable with the rules of decency and self-respect. Before Rous¬ 
seau, except in certain forms of lyric poetry, a writer had spoken 
only indirectly about himself, but after him writers spoke of 
hardly anything else, and in the most free and easy manner. It 
is since that time that that idea of a literature of experience and 
confession first arose which was uppermost in Goethe’s mind 
when he declared that all his works were only the ‘fragments of 
a great confession’. The mania for self-observation and self¬ 
admiration in literature and the view that a work is the more 
true and the more convincing, the more directly the author 
reveals himself in it, are part of the intellectual inheritance of 
Rousseau. In the next hundred to hundred and fifty years every¬ 
thing of importcmce in European literature is stamped with this 
subjectivism. Not only Werther, Rend, Obermann, Adolphe, 
Jacopo Ortis, are among the successors of Saint-Preux, but also the 
heroes in later novels—from Balzac’s Lucien de Rubemprd, 
Stendhal’s Julien Sorel, Flaubert’s Frdddric Moreau and Emma 
Bovary to Tolstoy’s Pierre, Proust’s Marcel and Thomas Mann’s 
Hans Castorp—are derived from it. They all suffer from the dis- 
crepemcy between dream and reality and eire the victim of the 
conflict between their illusions and practical, commonplace, 
middle-class life. The motif first finds full expression in Werther 
—and one must recall the impact of this new experience, to 
imderstand the unparalleled impression the work made on the 
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contemporary public—but the antithesis is already latent in the 
Nouvelle Hdlotse. Here, too, the hero no longer faces individual 
opponents but a necessity, which he does not yet, however, regard 
as absolutely soulless and bereft of all intelligible purpose, like 
the hero of the later novel of disillusionment, but which he also 
by no means raises to a higher level than himself, as does the 
tragic hero the fate that destroys him. But without Rousseau’s 
pessimistic approach to history and without his doctrine of the 
depravity of the present, the nineteenth-century novel of dis¬ 
illusionment is just as inconceivable as the conception of tragedy 
held by Schiller, Kleist and Hebbel. 

The depth and extent of Rousseau’s influence are without 
precedent. He is one of those minds which, like Marx and Freud 
in more recent times, change the thinking of millions within a 
single generatioxi, and of many who do not even know them 
by name. By the end of the eighteenth century, at any rate, there 
were very few thinking men who had remained unaffected by 
Rousseau’s ideas. Such an influence is possible only when a writer 
is in the deepest sense the representative and spokesman of his 
generation. With Rousseau the wdder classes of society, the petty 
bourgeoisie and the undifferentiated mass of the poor, the 
oppressed and the outlawed, found expression for the first time in 
literature. It is true that the ‘philosophes’ of the enlightenment 
often sided with the common people, but they merely came for¬ 
ward as its intercessors and protectors. Rousseau is the first to 
speak as one of the common people himself, and to speak for 
liimself when he is speaking for the people; the first to induce 
others to rebellion, because he is a rebel himself. His predecessors 
were reformers, world-improvers, philanthropists—^he is the first 
real revolutionary. They hated ‘despotism’, agitated against the 
Church and positive religion, were enthusiastic about England 
and freedom, but continued to live the life of the upper class and 
felt that they belonged to it, in spite of their democratic sym¬ 
pathies; Rousseau, on the other hand, not only stands on the 
side of the poorest and lowliest, not only fights for absolute 
equality, but remains all his life the same petty bourgeois as he 
was born and the ddclassd into which the conditions of his life 
had made him. In his youth he comes to know the real miseiy 
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which none of the gentleman ‘philosophers’ knew from personal 
experience, and even later on he continues to lead the life of a 
man from the lower ranks of the middle class, for a time even 
that of a peasant. Before him, however lowly their origins may 
have been, writers were considered as belonging to the higher 
ranks of society 5 however deep their sympathy with the common 
people, they tried ratlier to keep their descent from the common 
people a secret than to make a show of it. Rousseau, on the other 
hand, stresses on every possible occasion that he has nothing at 
all in common with the upper classes. Whether this is simply 
‘plebian pride’ and whether it is a mere feeling of resentment 
are questions which may be left undecided, the decisive point is 
that the differences between Rousseau and his opponents are not 
merely questions of opinion but vital class antagonisms. Voltaire 
said of Rousseau that he wanted to make civilized mankind creep 
on all fours again 5 and that must have been the opinion of the 
whole of the educated and conservative upper class. For them 
Rousseau was not only a fool and a charlatan but also a dangerous 
adventurer and criminal. But Voltaire was protesting not merely, 
as the bourgeois and the rich gentleman that he was, against 
Rousseau’s plebeian emotionalism, vulgar enthusiasm and lack 
of historical understanding, he was also resisting, as a sober, 
critical, realistically-minded citizen and scholar, the abyss of 
irrationalism which Rousseau had torn open and which tlireat- 
ened to swallow up the whole structure of the enlightenment. 
How great this danger in fact was, and how justified Voltaire’s 
fears were, is shown by the fate of the enlightenment in Ger¬ 
many. In France, Voltaire under-estimated perhaps the fruits of 
his own influence^ here the achievements of rationalism and 
materialism could no longer be undermined. 

In spite of his unmixed democratic feelings, to classify Rous¬ 
seau sociologically is not easy. Social relationships are now so 
complicated that a writer’s subjective attitude is not always an 
adequate criterion when it is a question of considering his r61e in 
the social process. Voltaire’s rationalism turned out to be in some 
respects more progressive and more fruitful than Rousseau’s irra¬ 
tionalism. The latter takes up a more radical point of view than 
the encyclopaedists, it is true, and represents wider circles of 
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society politically not only than Voltaire but also than Diderot, yet 
in his religious and moral views he is less progressive than they.’* 
Just as his sentimentalism is profoundly middle-class and ple¬ 
beian, but his irrationalism reactionary, so his moral philosophy 
also contains an inner contradiction; on the one hand, it is 
saturated with strongly plebeian characteristics, but on the 
other, it contains the germ of a new aristocratism. The concept of 
the ^beautiful souP presupposes the complete dissolution of kalo- 
kagathia and implies the perfect spiritualization of all human 
values, but it also implies an application of aesthetic criteria to 
morality and is bound up with the view that moral values are the 
gift of nature. It means the recognition of a nobility of soul to 
which everyone has a right by nature, but in which the place of 
irrational birthrights is taken by an equally irrational quality of 
moral genius. The way of Rousseau’s ‘spiritual beauty’ leads, on 
the one hand, to characters like Dostoevsky’s Myshkin, wdio is a 
saint in the guise of an epilectic and an idiot, on the other, to the 
ideal of individual moral perfection which knows no social re¬ 
sponsibility and does not aspire to be socially useful. Goethe, the 
Olympian, who thinks of notliing but his own spiritual perfection, 
is a disciple of Rousseau just as much as the young freethinker 
w^ho wrote }Vc7^ther. 

The change of style which takes place in literature with Eng¬ 
lish pre-romanticism and the wwk of Rousseau, the replacement 
of objective and normative by more subjective and less restrained 
forms, is probably expressed most clearly of all in music, which 
now, for the first time, becomes an historically representative and 
leading art. In no other form did the change-over occur so sud¬ 
denly and so violently as here, and to such a degree that even the 
contemporary public spoke of a ‘great catastrophe’ having taken 
place in music.®® The acute conflict between Johann Sebastian 
Bach and his immediate successors, above all the irreverent way 
in which the younger generation made fun of his out-of-date 
fugal form, reflects not only the change from the lofty and con¬ 
ventional style of the late baroque to the intimate and simple 
style of the pre-romantics, but also the transition from a still 
fundamentally medieval method of juxtaposition, which the rest 
of the arts had already overcome in the Renaissance, to an 
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emotionally homogeneous, concentrated, dramatically developed 
form. Not only Bach himself but the whole music of his time 
seems, measured by the standard of the other arts, conservative. 
Bach’s immediate successors could rightly describe the master’s 
style as ^scholastic’, for however deeply felt this style is and how¬ 
ever often its very emotional depth thrills the listener, the rigid, 
rigorous form, the learned, pedantic counterpoint and the whole 
impersonally conventional mode of expression of Bach’s com¬ 
positions could not but appear antiquated to the representatives of 
the new subjective trend, if they took their own concept of sim¬ 
plicity, directness and intimacy as the criterion. The essential 
point for them, as for the representatives of the romantic move¬ 
ment in literature, was tlie expression of the flow of the emotions 
as a unified process w'ith a gradual intensification and a climax, if 
possible with a conflict and a solution, in contrast to a constant 
feeling spreading itself out equally over the whole movement.®^ 
Their feelings were neither deeper nor more intensive than those 
of their predecessors, they merely took them more seriously and 
wanted to make them seem more important, and for that reason 
they dramatized them. This tendency towards dramatization was 
the real distinction between the new self-contained forms of the 
Lied and the sonata and the old sequential forms of the fugue, 
the passacaglia, the chaconne and the other forms based on imita¬ 
tion and variation.® 2 The impression made by the older music was 
controlled and measured, if only as a result of the uniform treat¬ 
ment of the emotional content, whereas that made by the more 
modern music, with its constant rising and falling, tension and 
solution, exposition and development, was intrinsically disturbing 
and exciting. The ‘dramatic’ mode of expression, aiming at 
piquant climaxes, is to be explained, first of all, by the fact that 
the composer found himself faced with a public whose attention 
had to be roused and captivated by more effective means than 
those to which the older public had responded. Simply because he 
was afraid of losing contact with his audience, he developed the 
musical composition into a series of constantly renewed impulses, 
and worked it up from one expressive intensity to another. 

Until the eighteenth century all music was written more or 
less for a specific occasion; it was commissioned by a prince, by the 
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Church or by a town council, and had the tasb of entertaining a 
court society, of adding depth to public worship or enhancing the 
splendour of public festivities. Composers were court musicians, 
church musicians or town musicians j their artistic activity was 
limited to the fulfilment of the duties connected with their office, 
—it probably occurred to them but rarely to compose on their 
own responsibility, without a commission. Apart from church 
services, festivities and dance entertainments, the middle class 
had seldom any opportunity of hearing music; it was only by 
way of an exception that they were able to attend the perform¬ 
ances of the orchestras in the employ of the nobility and the 
courts. About the middle of the century people began to feel that 
this was a weakness and town concert societies were founded.®* 
The originally private ‘Collegia musica’ paved the way for public 
concerts and with them there developed a musical life which the 
middle class could call its own. The concert societies hired large 
halls and the musicians played for payment to ever-increasing 
audiences.** This led to the creation of a free market for musical 
products, corresponding to the literary market with its news¬ 
papers, periodicals and publishers. But whereas literature, like 
painting, had already made itself more or less independent of the 
practical utilization of its products, music remained functional 
until the eighteenth centuiy. Anything in the nature of useless 
music had not existed at all before this time and pure concert 
music, the only purpose of which was to express feelings, only 
existed from the eighteenth century onwards. Tlie audiences 
which attended the public concerts were different in several 
essential respects from those before whom musical performances 
at court were given: they had, first of all, less practice in the criti¬ 
cism of music written for its own sake and not for a religious 
piu^ose; it was a public which paid for its music from concert to 
concert and, therefore, one that had to be satisfied and won over 
again and again; it gathered simply to enjoy the music as music, 
that is to say, unrelated to any other piupose, such as had hitherto 
been the case in church, at the dance, at civic festivities or even 
in the social framework of court concerts. These peculiar char¬ 
acteristics of the new concert public brought about that fight for 
success in which the main weapon was the concentration, the 
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forcing and piling up of eflects and which conditioned that loaded 
style struggling constantly to intensify the expressiveness of the 
composition, which typifies the music of the nineteenth centiuy. 

The middle class becomes the chief consumer of music and 
music the favourite art of the middle class, the form in which it 
can express its emotional life more directly and with less hindrance 
than in any other. And as invisic now comes to be written not for 
a set purpose, but to express feelings, the composer not only be¬ 
gins to feel a dislike for all music written for specific occasions 
and in fulfilment of commissions, but to despise composition as 
an official activity altogether. Philip Emmanuel Bach already 
considers the pieces he writes merely for himself his best. This 
announces a conflict of conscience and a crisis where in earlier 
times no antitliesis of any kind had been suspected to exist. The 
best-known and the most blatant example of the conflicts to 
which the new subjectivism leads is the estrangement of Mozart 
from his employer, the Archbishop of Salzburg. Nothing is more 
typical of the opposition which now arises between the musician 
in official employment and the creative artist than the differen¬ 
tiation of the virtuoso from the composer and the ordinary 
orchestral player from the leader of the orchestra. The develop¬ 
ment proceeds extraordinarily quickly and it is surprising that 
the lack of absolute mastery of even’a single instrument, wliich 
is so characteristic of the modern composer, is already evident in 
the case of Haydn.®® 

But the rise of the middle-class concert public changes not 
merely the nature of artistic effects and the social position of the 
artist, but also gives a new direction to musical composition and 
a new significance to the individual work within the total output 
of a composer. The fundamental difference between composing 
for a nobleman or a personal patron in general and working for 
the anonymous concert public is that the commissioned work is 
usually intended for a single performance, whereas the concert 
piece is written for as many repeats as possible. That explains not 
only the greater degree of care with which such a work is often 
composed but also the more exacting way in which the composer 
presents it. Now that it is possible to create works which would 
not be consigned to oblivion so quickly as commissioned works, he 
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sets out to create ^mmortar works. Haydn already composes 
much more cautiously and slowly than his predecessors. But even 
he writes over a hundred symphonies; Mozart writes only half 
as many and Beethoven only nine. The final change-over from 
objective composing done to commission to composition as a per¬ 
sonal confession takes place somewhere between Mozart and 
Beethoven, or still more precisely, at the beginning of Beet¬ 
hoven’s maturity, that is, immediately before the ‘Eroica’—at a 
time, therefore, when tlie organization of public concerts is 
already fully developed and the music trade, which first gains 
ground with the need for repeat performances, forms the com¬ 
poser’s chief source of income. In the case of Beethoven, from this 
time onward every new work of any size is the expression not 
only of a new idea but also of a new phase in the artist’s develop- 
meiit. Such a development can, of course, also be discerned in tlie 
case of Mozart, but with him the precondition of a new sym¬ 
phony is by no means always to be sought in a new stage of his 
artistic evolution; he writes a new symphony when he has use 
for one or when something new occurs to him, but this novelty 
need not be in any way stylistically different from his earlier 
symphonic ideas. Art and craft, which are not wholly divorced in 
him, are completely separate in Beethoven, and the idea of the 
unique, unrepeatable, utterly individual work of art is realized 
even more purely in music than in painting, although the latter 
had made itself indej)endent of craftwork centuries ago. In litera¬ 
ture, as well, the emancipation of the artistic purpose from the 
practical task had already been perfectly accomplished in Beet¬ 
hoven’s day and become so much a matter of course that Goethe 
was able to assert with something of the pride of the practical 
craftsman that all his poetry was occasional in its origins. Beet¬ 
hoven, who was still the direct pupil of Haydn, the servant of 
princes, would not have been so proud of the fact. 


3. THE ORIGINS OF DOMESTIC DRAMA 


The middle-class novel of manners and family life repre¬ 
sented a complete innovation compared with the varioias forms of 
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heroic, pastoral and picaresque novel, which had dominated the 
whole field of light fiction until the middle of the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury, but it was by no means so deliberately and methodically 
opposed to the older literature as the middle-class drama, which 
arose in conscious antithesis to classical tragedy and became the 
mouthpiece of the revolutionary bourgeoisie. The mere existence 
of an elevated drama, the protagonists of which were all members 
of the middle class, was in itself an expression of the claim of this 
class to be taken just as seriously as the nobility from which the 
heroes of tragedy had sprung. The middle-class drama implied 
from the very outset the relativizing and belittling of the heroic 
and aristocratic virtues and was in itself an advertisement for 
bourgeois morality and the middle-class claim to equality of 
rights. Its whole history was determined by its origins in bour¬ 
geois class-consciousness. To be sure, it was by no means the first 
and only form of the drama to have its source in a social conflict, 
but it was the first example of a drama which made this conflict 
its very theme and which placed itself openly in the service 
of a class struggle. The theatre had always propagated the ideo- 
logy of the classes by which it had been financed, but class dif¬ 
ferences had never before formed more than the latent, never the 
manifest and explicit content of its productions. Such speeches as, 
shall we say, the following had never been heard before: ‘Ye 
Athenian aristocrats, the injunctions of your kinship morality are 
inconsistent with the principles of our democratic state: your 
heroes are not only fratricides and matricides, they are also guilty 
of high treason.’ Or: ‘Ye English barons, your reckless manners 
threaten the peace of our industrious cities 5 your crown-pre- 
tenders and rebels are no more than imposing criminals.’ Or: ‘You 
Paris shopkeepers, money-lenders and lawyers, know that if we, 
the French nobility, go under, a whole world will go under which 
is too good to compromise with you.’ But now such things were 
stated quite frankly: ‘We, the respectable middle class, will not 
and cannot live in a world dominated by you parasites, and even if 
we ourselves must perish, our children will win the day and live.’ 

Because of its polemical and programmatical character, the 
new drama was burdened from the very outset with problems 
unknown to the older forms of the drama. For, although these 
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also were ‘tendentious’, they did not result in plays with a thesis 
to propound. It is one of the peculiarities of dramatic form that 
its dialectical nature makes it a ready vehicle for polemics, but 
the dramatist himself is prevented from taking sides in public by 
its ‘objectivity’. The admissibility of propaganda has been dis¬ 
puted in this form of art more than in any other. The problem 
first arose, however, after the enlightenment had turned the 
stage into a lay-pulpit and a platform and had in practice com¬ 
pletely renounced the Kantian ‘disinterestedness’ of art. Only an 
age which believed as firmly as this one in the educable and 
improvable nature of man could commit itself to purely ten¬ 
dentious art; every other age would have doubted the effective¬ 
ness of such clumsy moral teacliing. The real difference, however, 
between the bourgeois and the pre-bourgeois drama did not con¬ 
sist exactly in the fact that the pohtical and social purpose which 
was formerly latent was now given direct expression, but in the 
fact that the dramatic conflict no longer took place between 
single individuals but between the hero and institutions, that the 
hero was now fighting against anonymous forces and had to 
formulate his point of view as an abstract idea, as a denunciation 
of the prevailing social order. The long speeches and indictments 
now usually begin with a plural ‘Ye’ instead of the singular 
‘You’. ‘What arc your laws, of which you make your boast,’ 
declaims Lillo, ‘but the fool’s wisdom, and the coward’s valour, 
the instrument and screen of all your villainies? By them you 
punish in others what you act yourselves, or would have acted, 
had you been in their circumstances. The judge who condemns 
the poor man for being a thief, had been a thief himself, had he 
been poor.’*® Speeches like that had never been heard before in 
any serious play. But Mercier goes even further: ‘I am poor, be¬ 
cause there are too many rich’—says one of his characters. That 
is already almost the voice of Gerhart Hauptmann. But, in spite 
of this new tone, the middle-class drama of the eighteenth cen¬ 
tury no more implies the criteria of a people’s theatre than does 
the proletarian drama of the nineteenth; both are the result of a 
development in which all connection with the common people 
has long been lost, and both are based on theatrical conventions 
which have their source in classicism. 
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In France the popular theatre, which had masterpieces like 
Mattre Pathelin to its credit, was completely forced out of litera¬ 
ture by the court theatre 5 the biblical-historical play and the farce 
were supplanted by high tragedy and the stylized, intellectualized 
comedy. We do not precisely know what had survived of the old 
medieval tradition on the popular stage in the provinces in the 
age of classical drama, but in the literary theatre of the capital 
and the court hardly any more of it had been preserved than was 
contained in the plays of Molifere. The drama developed into the 
literary genre in which the ideals of court society in the service 
of absolute monarchy found the most direct and imposing ex¬ 
pression. It became the representative genre, if only for the 
reason that it was suitable for presentation with an impressive 
social framework and theatrical performances offered a special 
opportunity for displaying the grandeur and splendour of the 
monarchy. Its motifs became the symbol of a feudalistic-heroic 
life, based on the idea of authority, service and loyalty, and its 
heroes the idealization of a social class which, thanks to its 
exemption from the trivial cares of everyday life, was able to see 
in this service and loyalty the highest ethical ideals. All those 
who were not in a position to devote themselves to the worship 
of these ideals were regarded as a species of humanity beyond 
the pale of dramatic dignity. The tendency to absolutism , and the 
attempt to make court culture more exclusive and more like 
the French model, led in England, too, to the displacement of 
the popular theatre that, at the turn of the sixteenth century, 
had been still completely fused with the literature of the upper 
classes. Since the reign of Charles I, dramatists had limited them¬ 
selves more and more to producing for the theatre of the court 
and the higher ranks of society, so that the popular tradition of 
the Elizabethan age had soon been lost. When the Puritans pro¬ 
ceeded to close down the theatres, the English drama was already 
on the decline.®^ 

The peripeteia had always been regarded as one of the essen¬ 
tials of tragedy and until the eighteenth century every dramatic 
critic had felt that the sudden turn of destiny makes the deeper 
impression, the higher the position from which the hero falls. In 
an age like that of absolutism this feeling must have been parti- 
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cularly strong, and in the poetic theory of the baroque, tragedy is 
simply defined as tlie genre whose heroes are princes, generals 
and suchlike notabilities. However pedantic this definition may 
appear to us today, it does lay hold of a basic characteristic of 
tragedy and even points perhaps to the ultimate source of the 
tragic experience. It was, therefore, really a decisive turning 
point when tlie eighteenth century made ordinary middle-class 
citizens the protagonists of serious and significant dramatic action 
and showed them as the victims of tragic fates and the repre¬ 
sentatives of high moral ideas. In earlier times this kind of thing 
would never have occurred to anyone, even though the assertion 
that middle-class persons had always been portrayed on the older 
stage merely as comic figures is by no means in accordance with 
the facts. Mercier is slandering Molibre when he reproaches him 
for tiaviiig tried to ^ridicule and humiliate^ the middle class.*® 
Molifere generally chameterizes the bourgeois as honest, frank, in¬ 
telligent and even witty. He usually combines such descriptions, 
moreover, with a sarcastic thrust at the upper classes.®* In the 
older drama, however, a person from the middle class had never 
been made to bear a lofty and soul-stirring destiny and to accom- 
plisli a noble and exemplary deed. The representatives of the 
bourgeois drama now emancipate themselves so completely from 
this limitation and from the prejudice of considering the pro¬ 
motion of the bourgeois to the protagonist of a tragedy as the 
trivialization of the genre, that they can no longer understand a 
dramaturgical sense in raising the hero above the social level of 
the average man. They judge the whole problem from the 
humanitarian angle, and think that the high rank of the hero 
only lessens the spectator’s interest in his fate, since it is possible 
to take a genuinely sympathetic interest only in persons of the 
same social standing as oneself.*® This democratic point of view is 
already hinted at in the dedication of Lillo’s Merchant of London^ 
and the middle-class dramatists abide by it on the whole. They 
have to compensate for the loss of the high social position held by 
the hero in classical tragedy by deepening and enriching his char¬ 
acter, and this leads to the psychological overloading of the drama 
and creates a further series of problems unknown to earlier 
playwrights. 
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Since the human ideals followed by the pioneers of the new 
middle-class literature were incompatible with the traditional 
conception of tragedy and the tragic hero, they emphasized the 
fact that the age of classical tragedy was past and described 
its masters, Corneille and Racine, as mere word-spinners.®^ 
Diderot demanded the abolition of the tirades, which he con¬ 
sidered both insincere and unnatural, and in his fight against the 
affected style of the tragedie classique^ Lessing also attacked its 
mendacious class character. It was now discovered for thefii-st time 
that artistic truth is valuable as a weapon in the social struggle, 
that the faithful reproduction of facts leads automatically to the 
dissolution of social prejudices and the abolition of injustice, and 
that those who fight for justice need not fear the truth in any of 
its forms, that there is, in a word, a certain correspondence be¬ 
tween the idea of artistic truth and that of social justice. There 
now arose that alliance, so familiar in the nineteenth centuiy, 
between radicalism and naturalism, that solidarity which the 
progressive elements felt existed between themselves and the 
naturalists even when the latter, as in the case of Balzac, thought 
differently from them in political matters. 

Diderot already formulated the most important principles of 
naturalistic dramatic theory. He requires not merely the natural, 
psychologically accurate motivation of spiritual processes but also 
exactness in the description of the milieu and fidelity to nature in 
the scenery^ he also desires, as he imagines, still in accordance 
with the spirit of naturalism, that the action should lead not to 
big scenic climaxes but to a series of optically impressive tableaux, 
and here he seems to have in mind Tableaux vivants’ in the style 
of Greuze. He obviously feels the sensual attractiveness of the 
visual more strongly than the intellectual effects of dramatic 
dialectics. Even in the linguistic and acoustic field he favours 
purely sensual effects. He would prefer to restrict the action to 
pantomime, gestures and dumb-shov/ and the speaking to inter¬ 
jections and exclamations. But, above all, he wants to replace 
the stiff, stilted Alexandrine by the unrhetorical, unemotional 
language of every day. He attempts everywhere to tone down 
the loudness of classical tragedy and to curb its sensational stage 
effects, guided as he is by the bourgeois fondness for the inti- 
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mate, the direct and the homely. The middle-class view of art, 
which sees in the representation of the immanent, self-sufficient 
present the real aim, strives to give the stage the character of a 
self-contained microcosm. This approach also explains the idea of 
the fictitious ‘fourth wall’, which is first hinted at by Diderot. 
The presence of spectators on the stage had been felt to be a 
disturbing influence in earlier times, it is true, but Diderot 
goes so far as to desire that plays should be performed as if no 
audience were present at all. This marks the beginning of the 
reign of total illusion in the theatre—^the displacement of the 
play-element and the concealment of the fictitious nature of the 
representation. 

Classical tragedy sees man isolated and describes him as an 
independent, autonomous intellectual entity, in merely external 
contact with the material world and never influenced by it in his 
innermost self. The bourgeois drama, on the other hand, thinks 
of him as a part and function of his environment and depicts him 
as a being who, instead of controlling concrete reality, as in classi¬ 
cal tragedy, is himself controlled and absorbed by it. Tlxe milieu 
ceases to be simply the background and external framework and 
now takes an active part in the shaping of human destiny. The 
frontiers between the inner and the outer world, between spirit 
and matter, become fluid and gradually disappear, so that in the 
end all actions, decisions and feelings contain an element of the 
extraneous, the external and the material, something that does 
not originate in the subject and which makes man seem the pro¬ 
duct of a mindless and soulless reality. Only a society that had lost 
its faith in both the necessity and the divine ordinance of social 
distinctions and in their connection with personal virtue and 
merit, that experiences the daily growing power of money and 
sees men becoming merely what external conditions make them, 
but which, nevertheless, affirms the dynamism of human society, 
since it either owes its own ascendancy to it or promises itself that 
it will lead to its ascendancy, only that kind of society could re¬ 
duce the drama to the categories of real space and time and 
develop the characters out of their material environment. How 
strongly this materialism and naturalism was conditioned by 
social factors is shown most strikingly by Diderot’s doctrine of 
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the characters in the drama—namely, the theory that the social 
standing of the characters possesses a higher degree of reality and 
relevance than their personal, spiritual habitus and that the ques¬ 
tion whether a man is a judge, an official or a merchant by pro¬ 
fession is more important than the sum total of his individual 
qualities. The origin of the whole doctrine is to be found in the 
assumption that the spectator is able to escape from the influence 
of a play much less easily, when he sees his own class portrayed 
on the stage, which he must acknowledge to be his class if he is 
logical, than when he merely sees his own personal character 
portrayed, which he is free to disown if he wants to.®^ The psycho¬ 
logy of the naturalistic drama, in which the characters are inter¬ 
preted as social phenomena, has its origin in this urge which the 
spectator feels to identify himself with his social compeers. Now, 
however much objective truth there may be in such an inter¬ 
pretation of the characters in a play, it leads, when raised to the 
status of an exclusive principle, to a falsification of the facts. The 
assumption that men and women are merely social beings results 
in just as arbitrary a picture of experience as the view according 
to which every person is a unique and incomparable individual. 
Both conceptions lead to a stylization and romanticizing of reality. 
On the other hand, however, there is no doubt that the concep¬ 
tion of man held in any particular epoch is socially conditioned 
and that the choice as to whether man is portrayed in the main 
as an autonomous personality or as the representative of a class 
depends in every age on the social approach and political aims of 
those who happen to be the upholders of culture. When a public 
wishes to see social origins and class characteristics emphasized in 
the human portraiture, that is always a sign that that society has 
become class-conscious, no matter whether the public in question 
is aristocratic or middle-class. In this context the question whether 
the aristocrat is only an aristocrat and the bourgeois only a 
bourgeois is absolutely unimportant. 

The sociological and materialistic conception of man, which 
makes him appear to be the mere function of his environment, 
implies a new form of drama, completely different from classical 
tragedy. It means not only the degradation of the hero, it makes 
the very possibility of the drama in the old sense of the term 
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questionable, since it deprives man of all autonomy and, there* 
fore, to some extent of responsibility for his actions. For, if his 
soul is nothing but the battle-ground for contending anonymous 
forces, for what can he himself still be called to account? The 
moral evaluation of actions must apparently lose all significance 
or at least become highly problematical, and the ethics of the 
drama become dissolved into mere psychology and casuistry. For, 
in a drama in which the law of nature and nothing but the law of 
nature predominates, there can be no question of anything be¬ 
yond an analysis of the motives and a tracking down of the 
psychological road at the end of which the hero attains his deed. 
The whole problem of tragic guilt is in question. The founders of 
the bourgeois drama renounced tragedy, in order to introduce 
into the drama the man whose guilt is the opposite of tragic, 
being conditioned by everyday reality5 their successors deny the 
very existence of guilt, in order to save tragedy from destruction. 
The romantics eliminate the problem of guilt even from their 
interpretation of earlier tragedy and, instead of accusing the hero 
of wrong, make him a kind of superman whose greatness is re¬ 
vealed in the acceptance of his fate. The hero of romantic tragedy 
is still victorious in defeat and overcomes his inimical destinj^ by 
making it the pregnant and inevitable solution of the problem 
with which his life confronts him. Thus Kleist’s Prince of Hom- 
burg overcomes his feeir of death, and thereby abolishes the 
apparent meaninglevssness and inadequacy of his fate, as soon as 
the decisive power over his life is put into his own hands. He con¬ 
demns himself to death, since he recognizes therein the only way 
to resolve the situation in which he finds himself. The acceptance 
of the inevitability of fate, the readiness, indeed the joyfulness, 
with which he sacrifices himself, is his victory in defeat, the vic¬ 
tory of freedom over necessity. The fact that in the end he does 
not have to die, after all, is in accordance with the sublimation 
and spiritualization which tragedy undergoes. The acknowledge¬ 
ment of guilt, or of what remains over of guilt, that is, the 
successful struggle to escape from the throes of delusion into 
the clear light of reason, is already equivalent to expiation and 
the restoration of the balance. The romantic movement reduces 
tragic guilt to the wilfulness of the hero, to his mere personal 
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will and individual existence, in revolt against the primal unity 
of all being. According to HebbeRs interpretation of this idea, it 
is absolutely indifferent whether the hero falls as a result of a 
good or evil action. The romantic conception of tragedy, cul¬ 
minating in the apotheosis of the hero, is infinitely remote from 
the melodramas of Lillo and Diderot, but it would have been in¬ 
conceivable without the revision to which the first bourgeois 
dramatists submitted the problem of guilt. 

Hebbel was fully aware of the danger by which the form of 
the drama was threatened by the middle-class ideology, but, in 
contrast to the neo-classicists, he in no way failed to recognize the 
new di'amatic possibilities inherent in middle-class life. The for¬ 
mal disadvantages of the psychological transformation of the 
drama were obvious. The tragic deed was an uncanny, inexplic¬ 
able, irrational phenomenon in Greek drama, in Shakespeare and 
still, to some extent, in French classical drama; its shattering 
effect was due, above all, to its incommensurability. The new 
psychological motivation gave it a human measure and, as the 
representatives of the domestic drama intended, it was made 
easier for the audience to sympathize with the characters on the 
stage. The opponents of the domestic drama forget, however, 
when they deplore the loss of the terrors, the incalculability and 
inevitability of tragedy, that the irrational effect of tragedy went 
not as a consequence of the invention of psychological motivation 
and that the irrational content of tragedy had ah'eady lost its 
influence, when the need for that kind of motivation was first 
felt. The greatest danger with which the drama, as a form, was 
threatened by psychological and rational motivation was the loss 
of its simplicity, of its overwhelmingly direct, brutally realistic 
character, without which ^good theatre^ in the old sense was im¬ 
possible. The dramatic treatment became more and more inti¬ 
mate, more and more intellectualized and withdrawn from mass 
effects. Not merely the action and stage procedure but also the 
characters themselves lost their former sharpness of definition; 
they became richer but less clear, more true to life but less easy 
to grasp, less immediate to the audience and more difficult to be 
reduced to a directly evident formula. But it was precisely in this 
element of difficulty that the main attraction of the new drama 
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resided, though it thereby became increasingly remote from 
the popular theatre. 

The ill-defined characters were involved in obscure conflicts, 
situations in which neither the opposing figures nor the problems 
with which they were concerned were fully brought to light. This 
indefiniteness was conditioned, above all, by the comprehensive 
and conciliatory bourgeois morality which attempted to discover 
explanatory and extenuating circumstances and stood for the 
view that ‘to understand everything is to forgive everything’. In 
the older drama a uniform standard of moral values had pre¬ 
vailed, accepted even by the villains and scoundrelsj*® but now 
that an ethical relativism had emerged from the social revolution, 
the dramatist often wavered between two ideologies and left the 
real problem unsolved, just as Goethe, for example, left the con¬ 
flict between Tasso and Antonio undecided. The fact that motives 
and pretexts were now open to discussion weakened the element 
of inevitability in the dramatic conflict, but this was compensated 
for by the liveliness of the dramatic dialectic, so that it is by no 
means possible to maintain that the ethical relativism of the 
domestic drama merely had a destructive influence on dramatic 
form. The new bourgeois morality was all in all dramaticallj^ no 
less fertile than the feudal-aristocratic morality of the old tragedy. 
The latter knew of no other duties than those owed to the feudal 
lord and to honour, and it offered the impressive spectacle of con¬ 
flicts in which powerful and violent personalities raged against 
themselves and each other. The domestic drama, on the other 
hand, discovers the duties which are owed to society,** and 
describes the fight for freedom and justice waged by men who 
are materially more neurrowly tied, but are, nevertheless, spiritu¬ 
ally free and brave—a fight which is perhaps less theatrical but in 
itself no less dramatic than the bloody conflicts of heroic tragedy. 
The outcome of the struggle is not, however, inevitable to the 
same degree as hitherto, when the simple morahty of feudal 
loyalty and knightly heroism allowed of no escape, no com¬ 
promise, no ‘having it both ways’. Nothing describes the new 
moral outlook better than Lessing’s words in Nathan der Wcise: 
‘Kein Mensch muss muessen’—words which do not, of course, 
imply that man has no duties at all, but that he is inwardly free, 
S.H.A.— 2 587 G— 2 
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that is to say, free to choose his means, and that he is accountable 
for his actions to none but himself. In the older drama inward, in 
the new drama outward ties are stressed; but oppressive as the 
latter are in themselves, they allow absolutely free play to the 
dramatically relevant action. ‘The old tragedy rests on an un¬ 
avoidable moral duty*—Goethe says in his essay Shakespeare and 
No End: ‘. . . All duty is despotic . . . the will, on the other hand, 
is free ... It is the god of the age . . . Moral duty makes tragedy 
great and strong, the will makes it weak and slight.* Goethe here 
takes a conservative standpoint and evaluates the drama accord¬ 
ing to the pattern of the old, quasi-religious immolation, instead 
of according to the principles of the conflict of will and conscience 
into which the drama has developed. He reproaches the modern 
drama for granting too much freedom to the hero; later critics 
usually fall into the opposite error and think that the deter¬ 
minism of the naturalistic drama makes any question of freedom, 
and therefore of dramatic conflict, impossible. They do not 
understand that it is dramaturgically completely irrelevant where 
the will originates, by what motives it is guided, what is ‘intellec¬ 
tual’ and what ‘material’ in it, provided that a dramatic conflict 
takes place one way or another.®® 

These critics put quite a different interpretation on the prin¬ 
ciple which they oppose to the hero’s will from that of Goethe; it 
is a matter of two entirely different kinds of necessity. Goethe is 
thinking of the antinomies of the older drama, the conflict of 
duty and passion, loyalty and love, moderation and presumption, 
and deplores that the power of the objective principles of order 
has diminished in the modern drama, in comparison with that of 
the subjectivity. Later, necessity is usually taken as meaning the 
laws of empirical reality, especially those of the physical and social 
environment, the inescapability of which was discovered by the 
eighteenth century. In reality, therefore, three different things 
are in question here: a wish, a duty and a compulsion. In the 
modern drama individual inclinations are confronted by two dif¬ 
ferent objective orders of reality: an ethical-normative and a 
physical-factual order. Philosophical idealism described the con¬ 
formity to law of experience as accidental, in contrast to the uni¬ 
versal validity of ethical norms, and in accordance with this 
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idealism, modern classicistic theory regards the predominance of 
the material conditions of life in the drama as depraving. But 
it is no more than a prejudice of romantic idealism to assert that 
the hero’s dependence on his material environment thwarts all 
dramatic conflict, all tragic effects and makes the very possibility 
of true drama problematical. It is true, however, that, as a con¬ 
sequence of the conciliatory morality and non-tragic outlook of 
the middle class, the modern world offers tragedy less material 
than former ages, 'fhe modern bourgeois public likes to see plays 
with a ‘happy ending’ more than great, harrowing tragedies, and 
feels, as Hebbel remarks in his preface to Maria Magdalene, no 
real difference between tragedy and sadness. It simply does not 
understand that the sad is not tragic and the tragic not sad. 

The eighteenth century loved the theatre and was an extra¬ 
ordinarily fertile period in the history of the drama, but it was 
not a tragic age, not an epoch which saw the problems of human 
existence in the form of uncompromising alternatives. The great 
ages of tragedy are those in which subversive social displacements 
take place, and a ruling class suddenly loses its power and in¬ 
fluence. Tragic conflicts usually revolve around the values which 
form the moral basis of the power of this class and the ruinous 
end of the hero symbolizes and transfigures the ruinous end 
which threatens the class as a whole. Both Greek tragedy and the 
English, Spanish and French drama of the sixteenth and seven¬ 
teenth centuries were produced in such periods of crisis and sym¬ 
bolize the tragic fate of their aristocracies. The drama heroizes 
and idealizes their downfall in accordance with the outlook of a 
public that still consists for the most part of members of the 
declining class itself. Even in the case of the Shakespearian drama, 
the public of which is not dominated by this class, and where the 
poet does not stand on the side of the social stratum threatened 
with destruction, tragedy draws its inspiration, its conception of 
heroism and its idea of necessity from the sight afforded by the 
fate of the former ruling class. In contrast to these ages, the 
periods in which the fashion is set by a social class which believes 
in its ultimate triumph are not favourable for tragic drama. 
Their optimism, their faith in the capacity of reason and right to 
achieve victory, prevents the tragic outcome of dramatic entangle- 
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ments, or seeks to make a tragic accident out of tragic necessity 
and a tragic error out of tragic guilt. The difference between the 
tragedies of Shakespeare and Corneille, on the one hand, and 
those of Lessing and Schiller, on the other, is that in the one case 
the destruction of the hero represents a higher and in the other 
case a mere historical necessity. There is no conceivable order of 
society in which a Hamlet or Antony would not inevitably come 
to ruin, whereas the heroes of Lessing and Schiller, Sara Sampson 
and Emilia Galotti, Ferdinand and Luise, Carlos and Posa, could 
be happy and contented in any other society and any other time 
except their own, that is to say, except that of their creator. But 
an epoch which sees human unhappiness as historically condi¬ 
tioned, and does not consider it an inevitable and inescapable fate, 
can certainly produce tragedies, even important ones; it will, 
however, in no way utter its final and deepest word in this form. 
It may, therefore, be right that ‘every age produces its own neces¬ 
sity and thus its own tragedy’,•• yet the representative genre of 
the age of the enlightenment was not tragedy but the novel. In 
the ages of tragedy the representatives of the old institutions 
combat the world-view and aspirations of a new generation; in 
times in which the non-tragic drama prevails, a younger genera¬ 
tion combats the old institutions. Naturally, the single individual 
can be wrecked by old institutions just as much as he can be 
destroyed by the representatives of a new world. A class, how¬ 
ever, that believes in its ultimate victory, will regard its sacrifices 
as the price of victory, whereas the other class, that feels the 
approach of its own inevitable ruin, sees in the tragic destiny of 
its heroes a sign of the coming end of the world and a twilight of 
the gods. The destructive blows of blind fate offer no satisfaction 
to the optimistic middle class which believes in the victory of its 
cause; only the dying classes of tragic ages find comfort in the 
thought that in this world all great and noble things are doomed 
to destruction and wish to place this destruction in a transfiguring 
light. Perhaps the romantic philosophy of tragedy, with its apo¬ 
theosis of the self-sacrificing hero, is already a sign of the deca¬ 
dence of the bourgeoisie. The middle class will, at any rate, not 
produce a tragic drama in which fate is resignedly accepted until 
it feels threatened with the loss of its very life; then, for the first 
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time, it will see, as happens in Ibsen’s play, fate knocking at the 
door in the menacing shape of triumphant youth. 

The most important difference between the tragic experience 
of the nineteenth century and that of earlier ages was that, in 
contrast to the old aristocracies, the modern middle class felt itself 
threatened not merely from outside. It was a class made up of 
such multifarious and contrary elements that it seemed menaced 
by the danger of dissolution from the very outset. It embraced 
not only elements siding with reactionary groups and others who 
felt a sense of solidarity with the lower ranks of society, but, 
above all, the socially rootless intelligentsia that flirted now with 
the upper now with the lower classes, and, accordingly, stood 
partly for the ideas of the anti-revolutionary and anti-rationalist 
romantics, partly agitated for a state of permanent revolution. In 
both cases it aroused in the mind of the middle class doubts about 
its right to exist at all and about the lasting quality of its own 
social order. It bred a 'super-bourgeois’ attitude to life—a con¬ 
sciousness that the middle class had betrayed its original ideals 
and that it now had to conquer itself and struggle to attain a 
universally valid humanism. On the whole, these 'super-bour¬ 
geois’ tendencies had an anti-bourgeois origin. The development 
through which Goethe, Schiller and many other writers passed, 
especially in Germany, from their revolutionary beginnings to 
their later, conservative and often anti-revolutionary attitude, 
was in acx;ordance with the reactionary movement in the middle 
class itself and with its betrayal of the enlightenment. The 
writers were merely the spokesmen of their public. But it often 
happened that they sublimated the reactionary convictions of 
their readers and, with their less robust conscience and their 
greater readiness to sham, simulated higher, super-bourgeois 
ideals, when tliey had really sunk back to a pre- and anti-bour¬ 
geois level. This psychology of repression and sublimation created 
such a complicated structure that it is often difficult to differen¬ 
tiate the various tendencies. It has been possible to establish that 
in Schiller’s Kabale wid Liebe^ for example, three different 
generations and, therefore, three ideologies intersect each other: 
the pre-bourgeois of the court circles, the bourgeois of Luise’s 
family and the 'super-bourgeois’ of Ferdinand.*’ But the super- 
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bourgeois world here differs from the bourgeois merely by reason 
of its greater breadth and lack of bias. The relation between the 
three attitudes is really much more complicated in a work like 
Don Carlos, in which the super-bourgeois philosophy of Posa 
enables him to understand Philip and even to sympathize to a 
certain degree with the ‘unhappy’ king. In a word, it becomes 
increasingly difficult to ascertain whether the dramatist’s ‘super¬ 
bourgeois’ ideology corresponds to a progressive or a reactionary 
disposition, and whether it is a question of the middle class 
achieving victory over itself or simply one of desertion. However 
that may be, the attacks on the middle class become a basic 
characteristic of the bourgeois drama, and the rebel against the 
bourgeois morality and way of life, the scoffer at bourgeois conven¬ 
tions and philistine narrow-mindedness, becomes one of its stock 
figures. It would shed an extraordinarily revealing light on the 
gradual alienation of modern literature from the middle classes, 
to examine the metamorphoses this figure underwent from the 
‘Storm and Stress’ right up to Ibsen and Shaw. For he does not 
represent simply the stereotyped insurgent against the prevailing 
social order, who is one of the basic types of the drama of all 
times, nor is he merely a variant of rebellion against the parti¬ 
cular ruler of the moment, which is one of the fundamental 
dramatic situations, but he represents a concrete and consistent 
attack on the bourgeoisie, on the basis of its spiritual existence 
and on its claim to stand for a universally valid moral norm. To 
sum up, what we are here confronted with is a literary form 
which from being one of the most effective weapons of the middle 
class developed into the most dangerous instrument of its self¬ 
estrangement and demoralization. 


4. GERMANY AND THE ENLIGHTENMENT 

All over Europe the romantic movement of the eighteenth 
century was a very conflicting phenomenon sociologically. On the 
one hand, it represented the continuation and the climax of that 
emancipation of the middle class which began with the enlighten¬ 
ment 5 it was the expression of plebeian emotionalism and, there- 
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fore, the opposite of the fastidious and unobtrusive intellectualism 
of the higher levels of society. On the other hand, however, it 
represented the reaction of these same higher levels against the 
undermining influences of the rationalism and the reformative 
tendencies of the enlightenment. It developed, to begin with, in 
the broad middle sections of the bourgeoisie which had been only 
superficially influenced by the enlightenment, and amongst that 
section which regarded the enlightenment as still all too closely 
allied with the old classical culture; gradually, however, it became 
the property of those classes which were using the emotional 
tendencies of the age for the attainment of their own anti- 
rational, socially and politically reactionary ends. But whilst the 
middle class in France and England remained fully conscious of 
its own position in society and never entirely abandoned the 
achievements of the enlightenment, the German middle class 
came under the sway of romantic irrationalism before it had 
passed through the school of rationalism. That is not to say that 
rationalism as a doctrine was without its protagonists in Ger¬ 
many; as a matter of fact, it was probably championed more 
vigorously in the German universities than anywhere else, but, 
characteristically, it remained a doctrine and the speciality of 
professional scholars and academic poets. Rationalism in Ger¬ 
many had never completely penetrated public life, the social and 
political thinking of the broad masses or the attitude to life of the 
middle classes. Germany could certainly boast the possession of 
several quite outstanding representatives of the enlightenment, 
such as Lessing, to name the greatest of them all and perhaps the 
most genuine and the most attractive personality in the whole 
movement, but the honest, clear-sighted and steadfast supporters 
of the ideas of the enlightenment were here always exceptions 
even among the intellectuals. The majority of the middle class 
and the intelligentsia were incapable of grasping the significance 
of the enlightenment in relation to their own class interests; it 
was easy to present a distorted pictm'e of the nature of the move¬ 
ment to them and to caricature the limitations and inadequacies 
of rationalism. We must not, of course, think of the process as a 
kind of conspiracy, in which writers were acting as the hirelings 
and accomplices of the politicians in office. Probably not even the 
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real controllers of public opinion admitted to themselves that an 
ideological falsification of the facts was taking place; at any rate, 
the intellectual leaders of the middle classes were far from any 
awareness that they were perpetrating a fraud, nor in fact were 
they even remotely aware of anything fraudulent or treasonable 
in the whole proceeding. 

Now, how did this faulty awareness, this political naivety of 
the intelligentsia, which led in the end to the final German 
tragedy, come about? Why was the enlightenment never properly 
assimilated by the German middle classes, and why did the pro¬ 
gressively-minded class-conscious intelligentsia fail so completely 
as a compact social unit? We may call the enlightenment the 
political elementary school of the modern middle class, without 
which the part it has played in the cultural history of the last 
two centuries would be inconceivable. It was Germany’s calamity 
that she missed attending this school at the time and was unable 
to make up for lost time later on. When the enlightenment 
became the leading intellectual movement in Europe, tlie Ger¬ 
man intelligentsia was not yet sufficiently mature to take pai’t 
in it, and later on it was no longer so easy to overlook the limita¬ 
tions and prejudices of the movement. The backwardness of the 
German intelligentsia is, naturally, no explanation, it must first 
be explained itself. In the course of the sixteenth century the 
German middle classes had lost their economic and political 
influence, which had been rising steadily since the end of the 
Middle Ages, and, consequently, they forfeited their importance 
in the cultural sphere as well. International trade shifted from 
the Mediterranean to the Atlantic Ocean, the Hanseatic League 
and the North German cities were displaced by the Dutch and 
English trading centres, and the South German cities, particularly 
Augsburg, Ratisbon and Ulra, then the main centres of Ger¬ 
man culture, declined at the same time as the Italian trading 
centres had their lines of communication in the Mediterranean 
cut off by the Turks. This decline of the German cities meant the 
decline of the German middle classes; the princes no longer had 
anything to hope or to fear from them. It is true that the power 
of the princes was also considerably strengthened in the West 
from the end of the sixteenth century and a new process of 
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aristocratization took place, but the Western monarchies derived 
part of their support in the struggle against the feudal nobility 
from the bourgeoisie, and as for the nobility itself, it either left 
trade and industry entirely to the middle classes, as happened 
in France, or allied itself with them, in order to make the 
most of the economic boom, as was the case in England. 
The German princes, on the other hand, who after the sup¬ 
pression of the peasant revolts were the undisputed masters of the 
country, saw a possible threat to their sovereignty not in tlie 
nobility, to which they themselves belonged and whose policies 
they defended before the Emperor, but in the peasantry and the 
middle classes. Unlike the French and English kings, the German 
territorial princes w^ere great landowners with predominantly 
feudal interests and no particular concern for the prosperity of 
the bourgeoisie and the peasantry. The Thirty Years War liad 
brought the final collapse of German commerce and destroyed 
the German cities economically as well as politically.®® The Peace 
of Westphalia set the seal on German particularism and con¬ 
firmed the sovereignty of the territorial princes^ by so doing, it 
sanctioned conditions in contrast to which the West, where the 
king represented to some extent the unity of the nation and in 
certain circumstances defended its interests even against the 
nobility, can be described as progressive. Even after their recon¬ 
ciliation, there still remained a certain tension between the king 
and the stubborn nobility, from which the middle classes profited 
in any case. In Germany, on the other hand, the princes and the 
nobility always stood together, when it was a question of depriv¬ 
ing other classes of their rights. In the West the middle classes 
had established themselves in the administration and could in 
future never be completely forced out of it again5 but in Ger¬ 
many, where the loyalty of the army and the bureaucracy was 
the basis of a new feudalism, government posts were reserved, 
except for subordinate offices, for the nobility and the junkers. 
The common people were oppressed by the officials of the Crown, 
high and low, as much and even more than by the manorial 
stewards in former days. The German peasants had never known 
anything but serfdom, but now the middle classes, as well, lost 
everything they had gained in the course of the fourteenth and 
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fifteenth centuries. First of all, they were impoverished and 
deprived of their privileges, then they lost their self-confidence 
and self-respect. Finally, out of their misery, they developed those 
ideals of submissiveness and unquestioning loyalty which made 
it possible for any cringing philistine to think of himself as the 
servant of a ‘higher Idea’. 

Just as the development of mercantilism into free trade took 
place only very slowly in Germany and was hardly complete 
before 1850,®® centralized political control over the territorial 
princes came to full fruition only in the second half of the nine¬ 
teenth century. In fact, as a French historian has remarked, the 
interregnum lasted until 1870.^®® In the sixteenth century, the 
Empire recovered for a time and, supported by the absolutist 
tendency of the age, Charles V succeeded in consolidating the 
imperial power, but even he did not succeed in breaking the 
authority of the princes. His activities were too widely dispersed 
to devote himself properly to the improvement of conditions in 
Germany, Furthermore, with his European interests, he had to 
sacrifice the cause of the German Reformation out of considera¬ 
tion for the pope and so he missed the unique opportunity of 
creating a unified Germany out of a genuinely popular move¬ 
ment. ^®^ He ceded the advantages accruing to the patrons of the 
Reformation to the German princes, to whom Luther readily 
surrendered the instruments of spiritual power. He made them 
the heads of the established Churches and gave them authority 
to control the spiritual life of their subjects and to take upon 
themselves the cure of souls. The princes seized the ecclesiastical 
properties, made the official ecclesiastical appointments, took over 
the control of religious education, and it is, therefore, not surpris¬ 
ing that the established Churches developed into the most reliable 
supports of the power of the princes. They preached the duty of 
obedience to the government, confirmed the ‘divine right’ of 
their illustrious overlords, and bred the stuffy, strait-laced con¬ 
servative mentality which is so typical of seventeenth-century 
Lutheranism in Germany. The despotic particularism, which was 
now completely unopposed, thus estranged the progressive strata 
of society from the Church. 

The bourgeois spirit of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries 
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disappeared from German art and crdture, in so far as any art 
and culture survived the Peace of Westphalia at all. For the 
Germans not only followed the courtly-aristocratic style of the 
French, but adopted it quite openly by importing artists and 
works of art from France or by slavishly imitating French models. 
All the two hundred petty principalities made it their great 
ambition to emulate the French king and the court of Versailles. 
Thus arose, in the first half of the eighteenth century, the most 
magnificent castles and palaces of the German princes: Nymphen- 
burg, Schleissheim, Ludwigsburg, Pommersfelden, the Zwinger 
in Dresden, the Orangery in Fulda, the Residence in Wurzburg, 
Bruchsal, Rlieinberg, Sanssouci—aU built to the same overriding 
pattern and furnished with a luxury out of all proportion to the 
means and resources of the mostly very small and very poor 
principalities. Thanks to this extravagance, there developed, how¬ 
ever, something approaching a German species of the Italian and 
French rococo. Literature, on the other hand, gained little sup¬ 
port and inspiration from them, except from a few outstanding 
patrons of the arts, and that was only towards the end of the 
century. ‘Germany is swarming with princes, of whom three- 
quarters are mentally sub-normal and a disgrace to mankind,’ 
writes a contemporary, ‘small as their kingdoms are, they 
imagine, nevertheless, that humanity was made for them.’^®* 
There was, of course, a variety of different types among the 
German princes, more or less cultured, despotic and less despotic, 
art-loving and merely splendour-loving persons, but probably not 
a single one among all of them doubted for one moment that the 
only purpose in life for the average mortal was to be ruled and 
exploited by them. 

What resources were left after the princes had indulged in all 
this insane luxmy and extravagant building, and had covered 
the expense of the upkeep of the court and of their mistresses, 
were spent on the army and the bureaucracy. The army could, 
of course, only perform police duties and cost comparatively little; 
the burden of maintaining an expensive bureaucracy lay all the 
heavier on the nation. All this petty particularism occasioned in 
itself a multiplication of official machinery, and this was still 
more intensified by the bureaucratization of the state, by the 
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transfer of the functions of autonomous corporations to govern¬ 
ment offices, by the fondness for issuing decrees and orders and 
by the general tendency to regiment the whole of public and 
private life. It is true that the same political, economic and social 
system predominated in France and that the citizen was hampered 
by the same kind of interventionism in his business undertakings, 
injured by the same kind of governmental mismanagement and 
had to endure the same deprivation of his rights and the same 
lack of consideration as in Germany. In the small-scale conditions 
which prevailed in the German principalities, however, all these 
restrictions were far more oppressive and humiliating than in 
France. Living in direct proximity to the court, suffering from 
the pressure of a petty governmental machine and of a pre¬ 
tentious and extravagant prince, watched and supervised by less 
influential but no less inhuman officials, the German citizen lived 
an even more harassed and even more threatened life. It is true 
that the civil service, on its lower levels, absorbed a considerable 
part of the middle class, but these petty officials were corrupted 
from the very beginning, because government employment was 
the only opening compatible with their status in society. For a 
member of the middle class not engaged in trade or in craft, 
there was nothing else possible but to become a civil servant, a 
legal official in government service, a clergyman of the estab¬ 
lished Church or a teacher in a publicly controlled school. 

The powerlessness of the middle class, their exclusion from 
the government of the country and from practically every kind 
of political activity, induced a passive mentality which affected 
the whole cultural life of the time. The intelligentsia, which 
consisted of subordinate officials, schoolmasters and unpractical 
poets, accustomed itself to drawing a line of demarcation between 
its private life and the world of politics, and to renouncing any 
kind of practical influence on public affairs. It made up for all this 
by an excess of idealism, by the emphatic disinterestedness of its 
ideas, and by leaving the direction of state affairs to the holders 
of power. This renunciation was the expression of not only a 
complete indifference towards apparently unalterable social con¬ 
ditions but also of a definite contempt for professional politics. 
In this way, the middle-class intelligentsia lost all contact with 
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social reality and became more and more isolated, eccentric and 
crack-brained. Its thinking became purely contemplative and 
speculative, unreal and irrational, its mode of expression self- 
willed, high-flown, incommunicable, incapable of taking others 
into consideration and always resisting any correction from out¬ 
side. These people retired to what they called the level of the 
‘universally human’, a level above all classes, ranks and groups, 
made a virtue of their lack of practical-mindedness and called it 
‘idealism’, ‘inwardness’, triumph over the limitations of time 
and space. Out of their involuntary passivity, they developed an 
ideal of the idyllic private life, and out of their lack of external 
freedom, the idea of inward freedom and of the sovereignty of the 
spirit over common empirical reality. The result of this develop¬ 
ment in Germany was the complete divorce of literature from 
politics, and the disappearance of that representative of public 
opinion, so well known in the West, the writer who is a politician, 
a scholar and a publicist, a good philosopher and a good journalist, 
all at the same time. 

The social development which had divided the German 
middle class since the end of the Middle Ages into different clearly 
graduated strata came to a halt in the sixteenth century. The 
retrograde process of a new integration set in, and led to the 
formation of the somewhat undifferentiated middle class that we 
meet in the seventeenth century. The broader strata had given up 
their cultural pretensions and the upper middle class had dimin¬ 
ished to such an extent that it no longer had much significance as 
a cultural factor in society. It was hardly any longer possible to 
speak of a special select middle-class way of life, or of a special 
middle-class outlook as expressed in art and literature. What 
developed was rather a uniformly low and unpretentious level of 
culture reminiscent of the primitive conditions of the early 
Middle Ages. The revolutionary events of the sixteenth century, 
in particular the shifting of the centres of world economy and the 
strengthening of the power of the princes, destroyed the fruits 
of the bourgeois late Gothic and Renaissance. There was nothing 
left of the culture based on the middle-class standard of life; 
nothing left of the standards of a specifically middle-class educa¬ 
tion and of a specifically middle-class conception of art; nothing 
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of the intellectual atmosphere of an age in which the main stream 
of cultural development and the most progressive artistic and 
philosophical tendencies were expressed in the idiom of the 
middle class, and in which the leading personalities, like Dttrer 
and Altdorfer, Hans Sachs and Jacob Bbhme, were, above all, 
representatives of the middle-class outlook. 

The middle classes which acquired wealth and esteem, as a 
result of the development of a money economy and as a result of 
the rising prosperity of the cities and the decline of tlie feudal 
aristocracy, obtained control, by a hard struggle and by using 
their financial power, of the larger urban municipalities, took 
over the administration and occupied important positions in the 
state government, in the princes’ privy councils and in the legal 
senates as well. The later decline of the German cities, the con¬ 
sequent loss of prestige sustained by the middle classes and the 
steadily advancing economic ruin of the aristocracy led, however, 
as early as the end of the sixteenth century, to the exclusion of 
the middle-class element from official positions in the state and 
at the coxurts and to their replacement by members of the 
nobility.^®* The Thirty Years War, which also worsened the 
position of the feudal classes, renewed and accelerated the drift 
of the nobility into official posts and closed the higher reaches of 
the bureaucracy to the middle classes. In France the official aristo¬ 
cracy, which had mostly worked its way up from the middle class, 
developed side by side with the landed and court aristocracy; in 
Germany, however, the land-owning nobility itself became an 
official caste and the middle class was pushed back in an even 
more ruthless fashion than anywhere else into the ranks of the 
subordinate civil service. The victory of the princes meant the 
end of the estates as a political factor, that is to say, it meant the 
liquidation of the rights of both the nobility and the middle class; 
from that time on, there was only one political force, that of the 
princes. What happened, however, was what usually happens in 
such cases: the princes indemnified the nobility and sent the 
middle classes away empty-handed. German society was now 
dominated by two groups: the high state and court officials, 
forming a kind of new vassalage around the princes, and the 
lower bureaucraqr, consisting of the princes’ most obedient ser- 
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vants. Some made up for servility towards superiors by unlimited 
brutality towards inferiors, whilst others made a cult of discipline, 
regarding their superiors as spiritual directors of their own con¬ 
duct and making a religion of their performance of official duty. 

In the long run, however, it was impossible to hold up the 
progress of trade and industry for ever, despite the obstacles 
placed in the way of economic development by particularism 
with its petty interests and neglected finances. The middle classes 
enriched themselves once again and began to divide up into 
income-groups. First of all, there arose a bourgeoisie, distinct 
from the lower middle class, which could afford to pay for the 
patronage of com! officials and follow the French fashions of the 
court. Tlirough the influence of this upper middle class, which 
became, together with the court nobility, the only cultured dlite 
left, French taste and a contempt for all native traditions spread 
amongst the w'hole intelligentsia; French literature dominated 
the universities and found its most fervid advocate in Gottsched, 
the best-known academic poet of the age; the bourgeois art of 
the German Renaissance, and the few traces still surviving as a 
living tradition, seemed coarse, undeveloped and in bad taste 
as compared with French ideals in art. Nevertheless, it would be 
quite wrong to describe Gottsched as the literary spokesman of 
the aristocracy; he was rather the protagonist of the bourgeoisie, 
which still had no artistic ideals of its own, however, and neither 
a distinct national character nor a clearly defined class-conscious¬ 
ness. It must not be forgotten, of course, that the aristocratic 
culture which served as a model for the middle classes and even 
the culture of the court aristocracy itself was merely a pseudo¬ 
culture based on stereotyped and often completely lifeless pat- 
terns.i®* The secular light reading, the only cultural need of 
these classes of society, was still confined around 1700 to those 
genres which were also popidar in the French court aristocracy, 
above all the heroic, the pastoral and the love novel and heroic 
tragedy. Their authors were, however, unlike their French and 
English counterparts, in most cases academically educated per¬ 
sons, that is to say, university teachers, la^vyers and court 
officials generally belonging to the upper middle class. Some of 
them were aristocrats, like Baron von Canitz, Friedrich von Spec 
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and Friedrich von Logau, but hardly any were representatives of 
the lower classes.^®® Apart from the men of high social degree, who 
wrote poetry for their own amusement and to pass the time, all 
these writers were directly or indirectly dependent on the courts. 
They were either in the immediate service of the princes or they 
worked at one of the universities and were thus hangers-on. 

The first German professional poet, in the European connota¬ 
tion of the term, was Klopstock, although even he was unable to 
make himself completely independent of private patronage. The 
fact is that before the arrival of Lessing and the development of 
the metropolis as fertile literary soil, there were no independent 
writers in Germany at all. The upper middle class long remained 
loyal to French taste and the courtly forms of poetry. We know 
that even in a commercial city like Leipzig, and as late as the 
period when Goethe was a student there, rococo taste still pre¬ 
vailed in undisputed supremacy. Nevertheless, it was such com¬ 
mercial cities, as above all Hamburg and Zurich, which were 
the first to free themselves from the tyranny of the courts in 
matters of taste, and which had provided a home for middle-class 
literature. After the middle of the century there still existed 
residences where poetry w^as cultivated—Weimar is the classical 
example—but there was no more court poetry. Not only because 
of his origins and sympathies but also because of the very nature 
of his literary activity, which was chiefly critical and journalistic, 
Lessing was the representative of the middle classes and of urban 
life. When he settled in Berlin, that city was already beginning 
to assume the appearance of a great metropolis. It had a hundred 
thousand inhabitants and, partly as an after-effect of the Seven 
Years War, it enjoyed a certain freedom of criticism and dis¬ 
cussion, which was suppressed, however, by Frederick II as soon 
as it bordered on provinces beyond the confines of religion, i®® 
Lessing himself referred to this characteristic limitation of the 
questions allowed for discussion, in a letter to Nicolai: ‘Your 
Berlin freedom’, he writes, ‘reduces itself ... to the freedom to 
bring to market as many absurdities against religion as you like 
. . . But let someone come on the scene who wants to raise his 
voice on behalf of the rights of subjects and against exploitation 
and despotism . . . and you will soon discover which is the most 
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servile land in Europe to this very day.’ Nevertheless, Lessing 
knew very well what made him go to Berlin; in this great city 
the air was different, when all is said and done, from the air in 
the stuffy residences and in the walled-up universities, which 
were the only choice open to a writer who wanted somewhere to 
work.i®’ It is true that Lessing led the hfe of a literary hack, 
put libraries in order, carried out secretarial duties, prepared 
translations, but, on the whole, he was independent. One does 
not begin to realize what his independence cost him, until one 
reads the answer he once gave to someone who asked him wliy he 
wrote such small letters; his reply was that his income from fees 
would not cover the expense of the paper and ink he would 
require, if he wrote his letters bigger. When he was over forty, 
nothing remained even for him, however, but to take upon him¬ 
self the yoke against which he had resisted for a lifetime. He 
entered the service of a prince and spent the last tor timed years 
of his life in W’^olfenbiittel as librarian to the Duke of Brunswick. 
German literature was, nevertheless, on the upward grade by 
now. The number of writers increased (in 1773 there were about 
3,000 authors in Germany, but in 1787 already twice as many) 
and in the final decades of the eighteenth centmy many of them 
could live on the proceeds of their literary work.^®* Right into 
the romantic period, however, most of them still found it neces¬ 
sary to take up a professional career. Gellert, Herder and Lavater 
were clergymen, Hamann, Winckelmann, Lenz, Hoelderlin and 
Fichte were private tutors, Gottsched, Kant, Schiller, Goerres, 
Schelling and the Grimm brothers were university professors, 
whilst Novalis, A. W. Sclilegel, Schleiermacher, Eichendorff and 
E. T. A. Hoffmann were state officials. 

With the ‘Storm and Stress’ movement, German literatiu’e 
becomes entirely nuddle-class, even though the young rebels are 
anj'thing but lenient towards the bourgeoisie. But their protest 
against the encroachments of despotism and their enthusiasm for 
freedom is just as genuine and sincere as their anti-rationalist 
attitude. And even if they are merely a loosely connected group 
of fantasts, ignorant of the world and crazy social misfits, they 
are deeply rooted in the middle class and cannot deny their 
origins. The whole period of German culture which extends from 
S.H.A.— 2 603 h—2 
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the ‘Storm and Stress’ to the romantic movement is borne by this 
class; the intellectual leaders of the age think and feel in accord¬ 
ance with middle-class attitudes and the public to which they 
turn consists mainly of middle-class elements. It does not by any 
means embrace the whole of tlie middle class, it is true, and is 
often restricted, in fact, to a not very numerous dlitc, but it, 
nevertheless, represents a progressive tendency and accomplishes 
the final dissolution of courtly culture. The bourgeoisie develops 
into a cultured class, distinct not only from the nobility but also 
from the academic class, and provides a bridge betw'een the intel¬ 
lectual leaders and the broad masses of the nation. Germany now 
becomes the ‘land of the middle class’, in which the aristocracy 
shows itself to be increasingly unproductive, whereas the bour¬ 
geoisie makes its way intellectually, in spite of its political weak¬ 
ness, and imdermines the non-bomgeois forms of culture with its 
rationalism. The rationalism of the eighteenth century is one of 
those movements the progress of which can be retarded but not 
brought to a standstill by reactionary rounter-currents. No social 
group is able to keep itself wholly aloof from it, and the German 
intelligentsia all the less, as its irrational tendencies are derived 
from a misunderstanding of its real interests. The situation in 
Germany is, therefore, briefly as follows: the attitude to life of 
the upholders of culture becomes middle-class, their ways of 
thinking and modes of experience become rationalized and re¬ 
volutionized, a new type of intellectual arises, who is inwardly 
without ties, that is, free of traditions and conventions, without 
being able or often even wanting to exert a corresponding 
influence on political and social reality. He fights against the 
rationalism of which he is the involuntary supporter, and 
becomes, to some extent, the pioneer of the conservatism which 
he imagines he is struggling against. Thus conservative and re¬ 
actionary are everywhere mixed up with progressive and liberal 
tendencies.^®* 

Lessing knew that the ‘overcoming’ of rationalism by the 
‘Storm and Stress’ was an aberration of the middle class; that also 
explains the reserve he showed towards Goethe’s early works, 
especially Goetz and Werther.^'^^ The criticism of the rationalistic 
popular philosophy was certainly justified, but, in the given 
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situation, it needed more intelligence to disregard the inade¬ 
quacies of rationalism than to be obsessed by them. In its fight 
against the Church, which was inseparably allied with absolutism, 
the enlightenment had become insensitive to everything con¬ 
nected with religion and the powers of the irrational in history. 
The representatives of the ‘Storm and Stress’ movement now 
played off these powers against the ‘disenchanted’, sober reality 
of their time, to which they felt themselves to be in no way 
bound. But in so doing, they merely conformed to the wishes of 
the ruling classes, who were endeavouring to divert attention 
from the reality of which they had made themselves masters. 
They encouraged any idea representing the purpose of the world 
as inexplicable and incalculable, and promoted the spiritualizing 
of the problems, hoping thereby to deflect the revolutionary 
tendency of developments in the intellectual sphere and to induce 
the middle class to content itself with an ideological instead of a 
practical solution.Under the influence of this opiate, the 
German intelligentsia lost its feeling for positive and rational 
knowledge and replaced it by intuition and metaphysical vision. 
Irrationalism was certainly a universal European phenomenon, 
but it was expressed everywhere essentially as a form of emotion- 
alisra, and first received its special quality of idealism and 
spiritualism in Germany; it was only here that it developed into 
a philosophy of contempt for empirical reality, based on the time¬ 
less and the infinite, on the eternal and the absolute. As a form 
of emotionalism, the romantic movement still had a direct Jink 
with the revolutionary tendencies at wwk in the middle class, 
as a form of idealism and super-naturalism, on the other hand, 
it became increasingly remote from progressive middle-class 
thought. It is true that the starting point of German idealism was 
Kant’s anti-metaphysical theory of knowledge, with its roots in 
the enlightenment, but it developed the subjectivism of this doc¬ 
trine into an absolute renunciation of objective reality and 
reached a position of decided opposition to the realism of the 
enlightenment. German philosophy in the person of Kant had 
already become estranged from the cultured lay public of the 
period, above all because of its jargon, which it was simply im¬ 
possible for the uninitiated to understand and which identified 
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profundity with difficulty. German scientific style successively 
assumed that often vague, coquettish character, iridescent with 
half-expressed intimations, which differentiates it so sharply from 
the style of Western European scientific language. At the same 
time, the Germans also lost the feeling for the simple, sober and 
certain truths which are so highly honoured in the West, and 
their fondness for speculative constructions and complications 
developed into a real passion. 

The intellectual habit, described as ‘German thinking^, ‘Ger¬ 
man science^ ‘German style’, must not, however, be regarded as . 
the expression of an unchanging national character, but merely 
as a mode of thinking and writing which arose in a definite period 
of German history, that is to say, in the second half of the 
eighteenth century, and was created by a definite social stratum, 
the middle-class intelligentsia which was excluded from the 
government of the country and was practically without influence. 
This stratum played just as important a part in the development 
of the German cultured class as did the litterateurs of the 
enlightenment in that of the French reading public. What Toc- 
queville asserts of the origins of the typical French mentality, 
namely that it owes its tendency to rational, evident and general 
ideas to the enormous influence of the literature of the enlighten- 
ment,ii 2 Q^n also be applied mutatis mutandis to the origins of 
the German frame of mind with its eccentricity and its passion 
for surprises and complications. Both are the creation of an epoch 
in which the literary class in process of self-emancipation exerted 
a more lasting influence than ever before on the intellectual 
development of the nations. In the whole of the West, in France 
and England as well as in Germany, the eighteenth century was 
the age which saw the beginnings of modern scientific thinking 
and of the criteria of education to some extent still regarded as 
valid today. They arose with the modern middle class and to it 
owe their tenacity. Thus, for example, in his Txiiiberberg^ Thomas 
Mann still judges the enlightenment from the same point of view 
as did the ‘Storm and Stress’. He, too, spealts of the ‘shallow 
optimism’ of the pedagogical century, and, in the character of 
Settembrini, he typifies the West European rationalist as an idle 
speechifier and complacent humanitarian. 
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The unreality expressed in the abstract thinking and esoteric 
language of the German poets and philosophers is also apparent 
in their exaggerated individualism and mania for originality. 
Their desire to be absolutely different from everyone else is, like 
their jargon, merely a symptom of their a-social nature. Mxne de 
Stael’s words, ‘trop d’iddes neuves, pas assez d’iddes communes’, 
are a most succinct diagnosis of the German mind. What the 
Germans lacked was not Sunday cake but daily bread. They 
lacked that healthy, alert, universally acknowledged public 
opinion, which in the Western European countries set a limit on 
individual aspirations from the very beginning and created a 
common trend of thought. Mme de Stael already recognized that 
the individual freedom, or as Goethe called it, the ‘literaiy 
sansculottism’, of the German poets was nothing more than a 
compensation for their exclusion from active political life. But 
their esoteric language and their ‘profundity’, their cult of 
the difficult and the complicated, were derived from the same 
source. It was all the expression of an attempt to make up for the 
political and social influence, denied to the German intelligentsia, 
by cultivating intellectual exclusiveness and making the higher 
forms of intellectual life just as much the reserve of an dlite as 
political rights. 

The German intellectuals were incapable of gi’asping that 
rationalism and empiricism were the natural allies of the pro¬ 
gressive middle class and the best preparation for a social order 
in which oppression would sooner or later have to come to an end. 
They could have done the forces of conservatism no greater 
service than to bring the ‘sober language of the reason’ into dis¬ 
credit. These intellectuals were confused in their aims, on the 
one hand, because the German princes took a patronizing interest 
in the enlightenment for the sake of appearance and adapted the 
rationalism of the old absolute rdgime to the new cultivation of 
the reason, and on the other hand, because of the religious tradi¬ 
tions of the petty bourgeois homes from which they came and 
which were often intellectually conditioned by the father’s pas¬ 
toral calling. Most of the representatives of the intelligentsia 
inherited these traditions, which now see an important revival 
under the influence of Pietism. In its campaign against the 
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enlightenment, the intelligentsia confined itself, above all, to 
those fields in which anti-rationalism had the broadest scope, and 
borrowed its intellectual weapons mainly from the religious and 
aesthetic sphere. The religious experience was in itself irrational 
and the experience of art became irrational to the extent that the 
aesthetic criteria of court culture were left behind. Following the 
example of Neoplatonism, the two spheres were first of all allowed 
to merge into each other, but later the primacy in the new world¬ 
view was given to the aesthetic categories. The features of a work 
of art, which are impenetrable by the reason and not to be defined 
in logical terms, had already been observed and emphasized by 
the Renaissance: they did not have to wait until now to be dis¬ 
covered j but the eighteenth centmy first drew attention to the 
fundamental irrationality and irregularity of artistic creation. 
This anti-authoritarian age, wdth its deliberate and planned 
opposition to courtly academicism, was the first to deny that the 
reflexive and rationalized intellectual functions, the artistic in¬ 
telligence and the critical faculty, had any part in the origins of 
a work of art. The establishment of anti-rationalism met, at any 
rate, with less opposition in this sphere than in the theoretical 
field. The tendencies opposed to the enlightenment, therefore, 
withdrew, to begin with, to the aesthetic line, and conquered the 
intellectual world from this vantage ground. The harmonious 
structure of the work of art was transferred from the aesthetic 
sphere to the whole cosmos, and an artistic plan was ascribed to 
the creator of the universe, as liad already been done by Plotinus. 
That ^the beautiful is a manifestation of secret powers of nature’ 
was asserted even by the otherwise in no way mystically inclined 
Goethe, and the whole natural philosophy of the romantic move¬ 
ment revolved around this idea. Aesthetics became the basic 
discipline and the organ of metaphysics. Even in Kant’s theory 
of knowledge, experience was the creation of the knowing sub¬ 
ject, just as the work of art had always been considered the 
product of the artist tied to but master of reality. Kant thought 
he was in a position to say practically nothing about the constitu¬ 
tion of the object in itself but a gi-eat deal about the spontaneity 
of the subject, and he transformed knowledge, which had been 
understood by the whole of classical antiquity and the Middle 
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Ages as an image of reality, into a function of the reason, 'flie 
opposition of objectivity to the freedom of the subject diminished 
in the course of time, and reality, as the object of knowledge, 
finally became the unrestricted domain of the creative subject. 
How could such a change in the conception of the world take 
place? Philosophical systems are committed to paper in libraries 
and studies, it is true, but they do not originate in them; and if 
this, nevertheless, does occur once in a while, as it actually did 
in the case of Gorman idealism, then there are solid, practical 
reasons for that too. The studies of the German philosophers were 
impenetrably walled up and the experience out of which these 
philosophers developed their systems was precisely their isolation, 
their loneliness, their lack of influence on practical affairs. Their 
aestheticism was partly the expression of their aloofness from the 
world in which the ‘mind’ had proved itself to be powerless, partly 
the roundabout way towards the realization of a human ideal 
that could not be realized by the direct way of jxjlitical and social 
education. 

Voltaire and Rousseau became household words in Germany 
almost simultaneously, but the influence of Rousseau was in¬ 
comparably deeper and wider than that of Voltaire. Even in 
France, Rousseau did not find so many and such enthusiastic 
supporters as he did in Germany. The whole ‘Storm and Stress’ 
movement, Lessing, Kant, Herder, Goethe and Schiller were 
dependent on him and acknowledged their indebtedness to him. 
Kant saw in Rousseau the ‘Newton of the moral world’, and 
Herder called him a ‘saint and prophet’. The authority which 
Shaftesbury attained in Germany stood in a similar relationship 
to the fame he enjoyed in his own country. English specialists 
of the eighteenth centxtry ascribe no particular importance to 
him and find it impossible to understand how this ‘second-rate’ 
writer was able to acquire such celebrity in Germany.^^® But 
with a closer knowledge of conditions there, it is not so difficult 
to explain why an anti-rationalist like Shaftesbury, with his 
belief in spiritual values and his opposition to Locke, his Platonic 
enthusiasm and his Neoplatonic idea of beauty as the innermost 
essence of the divine, made such a deep impression on the 
Germans. Shaftesbury was a typical Whig aristocrat and his 
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intellectual peculiarity was best expressed in the kalokagathia of 
his pedagogic ideal and his aestheticizing moral philosophy. His 
‘self-breeding’ was nothing more than the translation of aristo¬ 
cratic selection from the physical to the intellectual and moral 
sphere. The sociological origin of his ideal of personality was just 
as immistakably reflected in the idea that the conflict between 
egoistic and altruistic instincts, by which the lower classes of 
humanity are morally depraved, is settled in the higher ‘educated’ 
classes, as in the identification of the true and the good with the 
beautiful. The idea that life is a work of art at which one works, 
guided by an infallible instinct (‘moral sense’), just as the artist is 
guided by his genius, was an aristocratic conception which was 
taken up with such enthusiasm by the German intelligentsia, 
merely because it was so completely open to misunderstanding 
and its aristocratic quality could be interpreted as an awareness of 
intellectual nobility. 

To the enlightenment the world appeared as something 
thoroughly intelligible, explicable and open to explanation, 
whereas the ‘Storm and Stress’ regarded it as something funda¬ 
mentally incomprehensible, mysterious and, from the standpoint 
of the human reason, without meaning. Such views are not 
simply the product of excogitation and are not conditioned by 
logiced rules. The one is the result of a consciousness of being able 
to control or, at any rate, to conquer reality, the other is the 
expression of the feeling of being lost and forsaken in this reality. 
Whole classes of society and generations do not voluntarily re¬ 
linquish the worldj and if they are forced into doing so, they 
often invent the most beautiful philosophies, fairy tales and 
myths, in order to raise the compulsion to which they have 
succumbed into the sphere of freedom, spirituality and pure 
inwardness. In this w^ay, there arose the theories of the self- 
realization of the Idea in history, of the categorical imperative of 
the moral person, the self-imposed law of the creative artist and 
other similar doctrines. But perhaps nothing reflects so acutely 
and comprehensively the motives from which the ‘Storm and 
Stress’ develops its world-view as the concept of the artistic 
genius, which it places at the summit of human values. The con¬ 
cept contains, first of all, the criteria of the irrational and the 
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subjective, which pre-romanticism emphasizes in opposition to 
the generalizing and dogmatic enlightenment, the conversion of 
external compulsion into inward freedom, which is rebellious and 
despotic at one and the same time, and, finally, the principle of 
originality, which, in this natal hour of the free man of letters 
and of an hourly increasing competitiveness, becomes the most 
important weapon in the intelligentsia’s struggle for existence. 
Artistic creation, which was a clearly definable intellectual 
activity, based on explicable and learnable rules of taste, for both 
courtly classicism and the enlightenment, now appears as a 
mysterious process derived from such unfathomable sources as 
divine inspiration, blind intuition and incalculable moods. For 
classicism and enlightenment the genius was a higher intelli¬ 
gence bound by reason, theory, history, tradition and convention} 
for pre-romanticism and the ‘Storm and Stress’ he becomes the 
personification of an ideal characterized, above all, by the lack of 
all these ties. The genius is rescued from the wretchedness of 
everyday life into a dream-world of boundless freedom of choice. 
Here he lives not merely free from the fetters of reason, but in 
possession of mystic powers which enable him to dispense with 
ordinary sense experience. ‘The genius has presentiments, that is 
to say, his feelings outrun his powers of observation. The genius 
does not observe. He sees, he feels’—says Lavater. To be sure, the 
irrational and unconscious aspects of the concept of genius are to 
be found, to begin with, in the pre-romanticism of Western 
Em’ope, first of all, in Edward Young’s Conjectures on Original 
Composition (1759), but here the genius stiU appears alongside 
the mere talent, as a ‘magician’ alongside a good ‘master builder’, 
whereas in the art philosophy of the ‘Storm and Stress’ he becomes 
the rebellious, godlike Titan. We are no longer confronted with 
a necromancer, whose tricks are impossible to follow, though by 
no means unnatural, but with the guardian of a mysterious 
wisdom, the ‘speaker of unspeakable things’ and the law-giver of 
a world of his own, with laws of its own.^^* What distinguishes 
this concept of genius from that of Y^oung is, above all, the 
extreme subjectivism which it owes to the special German situa¬ 
tion. The personal aspects of artistic creativity were already well 
known both to Hellenism and the Renaissance, but neither of 
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these epochs attained a concept of art comparable in its sub¬ 
jectivity to that of tlie eighteenth century.^It is, however, even 
in the eighteenth century only in Germany that artistic subjec¬ 
tivism developed into that mania for originality, which cannot 
be explained merely as a protest against the dogmatism of the 
enlightenment and as the self-advertisement of literary men 
competing against each other. To understand it, one must also 
consider the boundless veneration in which the ^energetic man’, 
the ‘fine fellow’ was held. This overstrained subjectivism, which 
has been called, not without justification, an ‘excess of bourgeois 
frenzy’,could, naturally, only arise in a relatively free bour¬ 
geois world, independent of the class morality and solidarity of 
the aristocracy and dominated by the spirit of free competition, 
but without the psychological antagonism of the suppressed, 
intimidated German intelligentsia, which was always searching 
for compensations and wavered irresolutely between submissive¬ 
ness and presumption, pessimism and exuberance, it would 
hardly have assumed the pathological form peculiar to the ‘Storm 
and Stress’. Without this inner contradiction and this tendency to 
overcompensate for the limitations of practical life, however, not 
only subjectivism but also the dissolution of formal structures in 
art which took place in German pre-romanticism, its escape into 
extravagance and shapelessness, its doctrine of the fundamental 
falsehood and inadequacy of any form, would be unthinkable. 
The world that had become foreign and inimical did not pro¬ 
pose to offer itself as material for the pre-romantics to mould into 
a finished shape, and so they made the atomized structure of their 
world-view and the fragmentary nature of their motifs symbols 
of life itself. Goethe’s dictum on the mendacity of all forms is 
derived from the outlook of this generation and is absolutely in 
harmony with the words of Hamann, wdio said that all systems 
are ‘in themselves an obstruction of the truth’. 

The ‘Storm and Stress’ was even more complicated in its 
sociological structure than the West European forms of pre- 
romanticism, and not merely because the German middle class 
and the German intelligentsia had never identified themselves 
closely enough with the enlightenment to keep their eyes sharply 
fixed on the aims of the movement and not to deviate from it, but 
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also because their struggle against the rationalism of the absolutist 
regime was at the same time a struggle against the progressive 
tendencies of the age. They never became aware of the fact that 
the rationalism of the princes represented a less serious danger 
for the future than the anti-rationalism of their own compeers. 
From being the enemies of despotism they, therefore, became 
the instruments of reaction and merely promoted the interests 
of the privileged classes with their attacks on bureaucratic central¬ 
ization. To be sure, their struggle was not directed against the 
social levelling tendencies of the system, with which aristocratic 
and upper middle-class interests were in conflict, but against its 
generalizing influence and violation of all intellectual distinction 
and variety. They championed the rights of life, of individual 
being, natural gro^vtli and organic development, against the rigid 
formalism of the rationalized administration, and meant not only 
the denial of the bureaucratic state with its mechanical general¬ 
ization and regimentation, but also the repudiation of the 
planning and regulating reformism of the enlightenment. And 
although the idea of the spontaneous, irrational life was still of an 
indefinite and fluctuating nature and certainly hostile to the 
enlightenment, but not yet markedly conservative in its purpose, 
nevertheless, it already contained the essence of the whole pliilo- 
sophy of conservatism. It did not need much now to ascribe a 
mystical superrationality to this principle of ‘life’, in contrast to 
which the rationalism of enlightened thought seemed unnatural, 
inflexible and doctrinaire, and to represent the rise of political 
and socicd institutions from historical ‘life’ as a ‘natural’, that is 
to say, superhuman and superrational growth, in order to pro¬ 
tect these institutions against all arbitrary attacks and to secure 
the continuance of the prevailing system. 

At first sight it is surprising that conservatism, which we are 
in the habit of associating with the idea of continuity and per¬ 
sistency, here stresses the value of life and growth, whereas 
liberalism, which we usually connect with the idea of movement 
and dynamics, bases its claims on reason. The attempt has been 
made to attribute this apparent paradox to the fact that the 
revolutionary thinking of the middle class developed in a clear, 
unambiguous alliance with rationalism and that the counter- 
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current took up the opposite ideological standpoint for the sake 
of ‘mere opposition’.But the difficulty of the problem is that 
the relation to rationalism of the various political tendencies of 
the eighteenth century is by no means clear-cut, and that even 
the conservatism of the age contains a certain streak of ration¬ 
alism. The peculiar situation of the ‘Storm and Stress’ between 
the enhghtenment and the romantic movement is conditioned 
by the fact that it is impossible simply to identify rationalism 
and anti-rationalism with progi-ess and reaction, and that modern 
rationalism is not an unequivocal and specific phenomenon, but, 
to some extent, a general characteristic of modern Instory. Since 
the Renaissance it has made its influence felt in all periods of 
development and all classes of society and has sometimes shown 
a tendency to intellectual flexibility and mobility, at others a 
striving for the permanent and the universally valid. The ration¬ 
alism of the Italian Renaissance was of a different kind from that 
of French classicism, and that of the enlightenment was again 
completely different from that of the court aristocracy and the 
absolute monarchy. There was a progi-essive middle-class ration¬ 
alism, but there was also a rationalism peculiar to the conserva¬ 
tive class. The middle class of the Renaissance had to fight against 
paralysing habits and traditions} its rationalism was, therefore, 
dynamic and anti-traditional in character, tending towards maxi¬ 
mum efficiency. The aristocracy of the same period was of a 
knightly-romantic, unreasoning and unpractical nature, but, 
chiefly under the pressure of economic developments, from the 
end of the sixteenth century onwards, it adapted itself increas¬ 
ingly to the rationalism of the middle class, though not without 
modifying certain manifestations of this mode of thought and 
experience. Thus, first of all, it dropped the anti-traditionalism 
of the middle-class rationalist ideology, making up for that by 
eliminating all the elements of the fanciful and the romanesque 
from its own medieval conception of the world, and, in the 
course of the seventeenth century, it developed a philosophy of 
order and discipline, that was fundamentally as ‘undynamic’ as it 
was ‘reasonable’. To begin with, the middle class of the enlighten¬ 
ment period was under the influence of this rationalistically 
thinking aristocracy and took over from it the idead of a strictly 
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regulated, normative standard of life, even though, in other 
respects, it held fast to the older form of rationalism derived from 
the Renaissance and consistently developed the doctrine of 
economic efficiency and competition. But the middle class of the 
second half of the eighteenth century turned away from ration¬ 
alism in some respects and, for the time being, left its interpreta¬ 
tion to the nobility and the upper middle class. The middle 
sections of the bourgeoisie became Rousseauistic, sentimental and 
romantic, whereas the upper classes despised all this sentimental 
rubbish and remained loyal to their own intellectualism. The 
progressive middle class, nevertheless, preserved the anti-tradi¬ 
tionalist and dynamic character of its outlook on life, just as the 
conservative classes held fast to the traditionalism of their social 
philosophy, in spite of the rationalism of their moral principles 
and their attitude to art. On closer examination, liowever, the 
specifically dynamic character, which is habitually ascribed to the 
liberal and progressive outlook, turns out to be just as meta¬ 
phorical as the static quality ascribed to rationalism. Liberalism 
and conservatism are both dynamic and rationalistic at the same 
time, and in this phase of development, in which the Middle Ages 
arc liquidated once and for all, it is quite impossible for them to 
be anything else. The only anti-rationalists left now are the 
idealists, who have become confused by the complex social situa¬ 
tion, and—according to what they pass themselves off for—^the 
propagandists of conservatism. The latter champion the rights of 
‘life’ against reason, not because rationalism had in fact lost its 
authority and influence, but because concrete thinking, based on 
reality, of which both parties will soon claim to have a monopoly, 
has won a new and enhanced value. 

Herder is perhaps the most characteristic figure in eighteenth- 
century German literature. He combines within himself the 
most important currents of the age and expresses most clearly 
that ideological conflict, that mixture of progressive and reactionary 
tendencies, by which the society of this time is dominated. He 
despises the ‘matter-of-fact intellectual culture’ of the enlighten¬ 
ment, but, on the other hand, he speaks of his age as ‘a truly great 
century’ and imagines that it is possible to reconcile his anti¬ 
rationalist convictions with an enthusiasm for the French Revolu- 
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tion, just as the majority of the German intelligentsia and most 
German witers, including Kant, Wieland, Schiller, Friedrich 
Schlegel and Fichte, are unconditional supporters of the Revolu¬ 
tion, to begin with, and only renounce it after the Cbnvention. 
Herder’s development follows the course taken by the German 
intelligentsia from the rebelliousness of the ‘Storm and Stress’ 
to the more clear-sighted, though more resigned, bourgeois 
attitude of the classical period. His example sheds the clearest 
possible light on the significance of Weimar for German litera¬ 
ture. Goethe’s influence on him displaces that of Hamann and 
Jacobi and brings him nearer to rationalism. He writes an enthusi¬ 
astic obituary notice of Lessing, the fearless fighter for the truth, 
and not only overcomes his earlier orthodoxy, but even gives his 
religion an aesthetic twist and applies his theory of the nature of 
folk song to the original documents of religion, so that, in the 
end, the Bible becomes for him merely a protot)rpe of folk poetry. 
On the other hand, he finds it impossible entirely to renounce his 
pastj the ecclesiastical ties of his youth are transformed into a 
moralizing philistinism, and how deeply rooted he remains in 
the world of conservative thought is proved by his philosophy of 
history, which comes very close to the ideas of Burke. What he 
has in common with him is, above all, his desire not to domineer, 
change and violate, but to understand, interpret and surrender 
himself to the varied forms of historical life.^^* In spite of his 
loving piety, Herder’s morphological conception of history, which 
takes vegetal rotation as its starting point and sees a development 
from seed into bud and blossom and from flowering to withering 
and dying, wherever it looks, is the expression of an intrinsically 
pessimistic outlook on the world, that already contains the germ 
of Spengler’s theory of the decline of civilizations.**® 

The classicism of Herder, Goethe and Schiller has been 
described as the belated German Renaissance and the equivalent 
of French classicism. But its main difference from all similar 
movements outside Germany is that it represents a synthesis of 
classicistic and romanticizing tendencies and, especially from the 
French point of view, appears to be absolutely romantic.***. But 
the German classicists, almost all of whom were members of the 
‘Storm and Stress’ movement in their youth and would be incon- 
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ceivable without Rousseau’s gospel of nature, also represent a 
renunciation of Rousseau’s hostility to culture and to his nihilism , 
They live in a frenzy of culture and education, like hardly any 
generation of writers since the humanists, and regard the civilized 
society, not the gifted individual, as the real upholder of 
culture.^** Above all, Goethe’s educational ideal finds its true 
realization only in the culture of a society as a whole, and the 
measure in which the individual achievement fits into the bour¬ 
geois pattern of life becomes for him the very criterion of its 
value. Now that is the conception of culture held by a literary 
class which has already attained success and esteem, which is 
resting on its laurels and no longer feels any kind of resentment 
towards society. But this success in no way implies that the Ger¬ 
man classicists ever became popularj their works did not even 
penetrate .so deeply into the national life as did the classical 
creations of French and English literature. And Goethe was the 
least popular writer of them all. In his lifetime his fame extended 
only to a quite exiguous cultured stratum, and even later on his 
writings were hardly read at all outside the ranks of the intelli¬ 
gentsia. He repeatedly complains about his loneliness, in spite of 
the fact that he was really, as Schiller says, ‘the most communica¬ 
tive of all men’ and longed for sympathy, understanding and 
influence on others. The mass of letters that have survived and 
the conversations that have been recorded show what intellectual 
communication, exchange and the mutual development of ideas 
meant to him. Goethe was, however, perfectly aware of his lack 
of influence, and attributed not only the character of German 
literature in general but also that of his own writings to the lack 
of social intercourse in German intellectual hfe. The period of 
his real popularity was his youth, when he published Goetz and 
Werther. After his move to Weimar and the beginning of his 
official activities, he disappeeired to some extent from literary 
life.i** In Weimar his public was made up of half a dozen persons 
—^the Duke, the two Duchesses, Frau von Stein, Knebel and 
Wieland—^to whom he read aloud his new and not particrJarly 
numerous or extensive works, that is to say, single chapters and 
fragments from his works. One must not imagine that even this 
public was especially understanding.*** The incident with the 
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dog-txainer, who, in spite of Goethe’s energetic protests, was 
allowed to perform in the court theatre, best describes the situa¬ 
tion. One can imagine the state of affairs at the other courts, if 
things were as bad as this in Weimar! No particular attention was 
paid to German literature as such in Weimar; here, too, as in 
court circles and the nobility in general, reading was mostly 
confined to the latest French books.In the wider public, in so 
far as it took any notice of serious literature at all, Schiller became 
the centre of interest during the time that Goethe spent in Italy; 
Don Carlos, for example, was received much more warmly than 
Tasso. But the greatest literary success was achieved not by 
Goethe or Schiller, but by Gessner and Kotzebue. It was not until 
the appearance of the romantics and their enthusiasm, above all, 
lor fTilhclm Master that Goethe attained his unique position in 
German literature.*** The romantics’ championing of Goethe is 
the most striking symptom of the deep and, in spite of all 
personal and ideological disagreements, inviolable community 
of interest which binds together into a single unity not only the 
classical and romantic movements, but the whole period of 
German culture from the ‘Storm and Stress’ onwards. Art is the 
great experience which they share in common, and not only as the 
objea of supreme intellertual delight, not only as the one remain¬ 
ing practicable road to personal perfection, but also as the instru¬ 
ment by which humanity is to regain its lost innocence and achieve 
the simultaneous possession of nature and culture. For Schiller, 
aesthetic education is the only salvation from the evil recognized 
by Rousseau, and Goethe actually goes still further, when he 
maintains that art is the individual’s attempt ‘to preserve him¬ 
self against the destructive power of the whole’. The experience 
of art here acquires the function which up till then only religion 
had been able to fulfil; it becomes the bulwark against chaos. 

A sentence like this is sufficient to give one an idea of Goethe’s 
absolutely a-religious, though perhap not irreligious outlook on 
life. For, in spite of his ‘Faustian’ idealism, his aristocratic 
aestheticism and his fanatically conservative worship of order, he 
was one of the most uncompromising representatives of the 
enlightenment in Germany, and even if he cannot exactly be 
called a matter-of-fact rationalist, he must be considered, never- 
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theless, the sworn enemy of all obscurantism and the impassioned 
opponent of all nebulosity and mysticism, of all reactionary and 
retarding forces. In spite of his connection with the ‘Storm and 
Stress’, he felt a deep dislike for all romanticism, for all reckless 
suppression of reason, and an equally deep sympathy for the solid 
realism, discipline, moral appreciation of work and tolerance of 
the middle class. The impetuosity of the Werther period, its 
blazing protest against the prevailing social order and conven¬ 
tional morality, calmed down in the course of time, but Goethe 
remained an enemy of all oppression and a fighter against all 
injustice that threatened the middle class as a living intellectual 
community. It was only later in his life that he recognized the 
real value of this community and only in Wilhelm Mcistcr that 
he gave an appreciation of it. It is not at all necessaiy to deny or 
to conceal Goethe’s intellectually aristocratic inclinations and 
ambitions at court, his Olympian egocentricity and his political 
indifference, or even the embarrassing phrase ‘rather injustice 
than disorder’. In spite of everji-hing, Goethe remained a man of 
freedom and progress, and not only as a writer and poet whom 
the very realism of his art, his ‘ins Reale verliebte Beschraenkt- 
heit’, made into such. There are, in fact, different ways in which 
the fight against reaction and for progress can be carried on. One 
man hates the pope and parsons, another the princes and their 
vassals, a third the exploiters and oppressors of the people, but 
there are also those who experience the meaning of reaction most 
intensely in the deliberate obscuration of human minds and the 
prevention of truth, for whom all forms of social injustice are felt 
most acutely to be the ‘sin against the spirit’, and who, when they 
stand up for freedom of conscience, of tliought and speech, fight 
for the indivisible freedom which is the same in all forms of life. 
Goethe had not much sympathy for tjTannicides, but he was very 
sensitive to threats to freedom of thought, and was never a party 
to its restriction. When, in 1794, the German intelligentsia, and 
especially Goethe himself, were called upon by the conservatives 
to place themselves at the disposal of the new league of princes, 
and thereby rid the country of the threatening ‘anarchy’, Goethe 
answered that he considered it impossible to bring together 
princes and writers in this way.^** 
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Eveiything that contributed to the education of the young 
Goethe, his descent, his childhood impressions, the imperial city 
of Frankfurt, the commercial and university town of Leipzig, 
Gothic Strasburg, the Rhineland milieu, Darmstadt, Duessel- 
dorf, the home of Fraeulein Klettenberg and the Schoenemanns, 
was thoroughly middle-class in the best sense, partly upper 
middle-class, and often bordering on the sphere of the aristo¬ 
cracy, but never without an inner connection with the spirit of 
the middle class. Goethe’s middle-class character was, how¬ 
ever, not a militant attitude of mind, was never directed against 
the nobility as such, not even in his youth, not even in JVerther. * *• 
He regarded it as more important to preserve the bourgeois way 
of life from obscurantism and unreality than from the influence 
of the higher ranks of society. The most interesting and original 
point about Goethe’s conception of the bourgeois attitude to life 
was that it reflected the modern artist’s awareness of his own 
middle-class frame of mind and that it stressed the ethical 
standards of ordinary w'ork even in relation to artistic production. 
Goethe repeatedly emphasizes the workmanlike nature of poetic 
creation and demands from the artist, above all, professional 
reliability. Since the Renaissance, art and literature had been 
practised mostly by middle-class persons. The workmanlike re¬ 
lationship of tlie producer to his art was taken so much for 
granted that it would have been senseless to lay special stress on 
it. What had to be done was rather to stimulate artists and writers 
to raise themselves above the level of mere technical skill. It was 
not until the eighteenth century when, on the one hand, the 
middle class became more intensely conscious of its class char¬ 
acteristics, and, on the other hand, the unbridled subjectivism 
of the ‘original geniuses’, their repudiation of all rules and 
disciplines, began to act as an excrescence of bourgeois emancipa¬ 
tion and a kind of wild competition, that it seemed advisable to 
remind them of the bourgeois and artisan-like origins of their 
profession. It was certainly no longer necessary to draw special 
attention to the high rank of a writer, but it was expedient to 
preserve the literary class from the spread of dilettantism and 
charlatanism. Behaving like a ‘genius’ was a competitive method 
used by writers when they were fighting for emancipation ^ pro- 
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tests against the application of such methods were first heard 
when they were no longer needed. To be allowed to be ^genius- 
like’ was a symptom of the attainment of independence 5 no 
longer to want and have to be ‘genius-like’ was the mark of a 
situation in which artistic freedom had become a matter of 
course. The self-consciousness of the respectable burgher and 
recognized artist is already so strong in Goethe that he strives 
to avoid all extravagance both in his art and in his behaviour 
and feels a particular aversion for the lack of solidity and 
thoroughness, for the tendency to the chaotic and the patho¬ 
logical, which are, to some extent, constant traits in the artist’s 
character.^’® He thereby anticipates a feature of the nineteenth 
century and of the successful modern artist, who reacts against 
tlie nonsense of bohemianism with exaggerated prudence, and 
adopts a normal bourgeois, indeed an almost petty bourgeois, way 
of life for fear of seeming unreliable. 

In accordance with the dislike of successful classes for all wil¬ 
fulness and exaggerated individualism, the art ideal of German 
classicism shows a predominant trend towards the typical and the 
universally valid, the regular and the normative, the permanent 
and the timeless. In contrast to the ‘Storm and Stress’, it feels 
form to be the expression of the essence and the very idea of the 
work of art, in no sense any longer identical with a purely 
external harmony of relationships, with euphony and beauty of 
line. By form it understands ‘inward form’, the microcosmic 
equivalent of the totality of existence. Goethe finally succeeds in 
overcoming even this variety of aestheticism, and finds the road 
to a more realistic philosophy based on the idea of the bourgeois 
society. The content of Wilhelm Meister is precisely this way lead¬ 
ing from art to society, from the artistic-individualistic attitude 
to life to the experience of intellectual community, from the 
aesthetic-contemplative relation to the world to an active, socially 
useful life.^®^ In his later period, Goethe turns away from the 
purely personal approach to literature and comes nearer to a 
super-individual, super-national conception of art, concentrated 
on tasks of general importance to civilization. The name and 
partly the concept of ‘world literature’ comes from him 5 but the 
thing had existed before anyone was conscious of it. The literature 
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of the enlightenment, the works of Voltaire and Diderot, Locke 
and Helvdtius, Rousseau and Richardson, were already ‘world 
literature’ in the strictest sense of the word. Since the first 
half of the eighteenth century a ‘European conversation’ had 
been in progress, in which all civilized nations had been partici¬ 
pating, though most of them only in a passive capacity. The 
literature of the period was that of Europe as a whole, the expres¬ 
sion of a European community of ideas, such as had not been 
known since the end of the Middle Ages. But it was almost as 
acutely different from medieval literature as it was from the 
international litcraiy movements of more recent times. The 
literature of the Middle Ages OAved its universality to the Latin, 
that of the baroque and llie rococo to the French language^ the 
former was limited to the learned clerical class, the latter to 
aristocratic court cricles. Both were undifferentiated products 
originating in a more or less uniform intellectual outlook, not the 
consort of several voices, as Goethe desired, and as the enlighten¬ 
ment produced from the literatures of the great nations of Europe. 
The theory and practice of world literature was the creation of a 
civilization dominated by the aims and methods of world trade. 
The words of Goethe himself, wdien he compares the exchange of 
intellectual goods between the nations with international trade, 
touch on this connection and point to the origin of the concept. 
When Goethe goes on to speak of the ‘velociferic’ character of 
intellectual and material production and the accelerated tempo 
with which intellectual and material goods are exchanged, one 
sees how directly the whole orbit of ideas is connected witli the 
experience of the Industrial Revolution.i3 2 ^Yhe only curious 
thing is that tlie Germans, wdio of the great nations had con¬ 
tributed least of all to this world literature, were the first to 
understand its significance and to develop the idea. 


6. REVOLUTION AND ART 

The eighteenth century is full of contradictions. It is not only 
that its philosophical attitude wavers between rationalism and 
anti-rationalism, but its artistic aims are also dominated by two 
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opposite tendencies and at some times approach a strictly classi¬ 
cistic, at others a more unrestrained pictorial conception. And like 
the rationalism of the period, its classicism is also difficult to 
define and open to various sociological interpretations, since it is 
sustained alternately by courtly-aristocratic and middle-class 
strata of society and ends by developing into the representative 
artistic style of the revolutionary bourgeoisie. The fact that 
David’s painting becomes the official art of the Revolution only 
seems strange or even inexplicable, if one conceives the concept 
of classicism too narrowly and restricts it to the artistic aims of 
the upper, conservatively-minded classes. Classicistic art certainly 
tends towards conservatism and is well suited to represent 
authoritarian ideologies, but the aristocratic outlook often finds 
more direct expression in the sensualistic and exuberant baroque 
than in abstemious and matter-of-fact classicism. The rational- 
istically-minded, moderate and disciplined middle class, on the 
other hand, often favours the simple, clear, uncomplicated forms 
of classicistic art and is no more attracted by the indiscriminate 
and sliapeless imitation of nature than by the whimsical imagina¬ 
tive art of the aristocracy. Its naturalism moves in most cases 
within relatively narrow limits and is usually restricted to the 
rationalistic portrayal of reality, that is to say, of a reality without 
internal contradictions. Naturalness and formal discipline are 
almost one and the same thing here. It is only in the classicism 
of the aristocracy that the bourgeois principle of order becomes 
transformed into a strict conformity to rigid norms, its striving 
for simplicity and economy into coercion and subordination, and 
its healthy logic into a cool intellectualism. In Greek classicism 
or in that of Giotto, fidelity to nature is never felt to be incom¬ 
patible with formal concentrationj it is only in the art of the 
court aristocracy that form holds sway at the expense of natural¬ 
ness, and only here that it is regarded as a limitation and a 
barrier. But, intrinsically, classicism no more represents an ex¬ 
pansive, naturalistic tendency than a typical bourgeois out¬ 
look,^*® although it often begins as a bourgeois movement and 
derives its formal principles from conformity to nature. It extends, 
however, beyond both the frontiers of the bourgeois view of art 
and the presuppositions of naturalism. The art of Racine and 
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Claude Lorrain is classicistic without being either bourgeois or 
naturalistic. 

The history of modern art is marked by the consistent and 
almost uninterrupted progress of naturalism; the tendencies 
towards rigorous formalism emerge comparatively seldom and 
never for more than a short period at a time, although they are 
always present as an undercurrent. The consistent association of 
natimalism and classical form in the work of Giotto is already 
dissolved in the Trecento, and in the essentially bourgeois art of 
the following two centuries naturalism is developed at the expense 
of form. The High Renaissance turns its attention again to the 
principles of form, without regarding the composition, however, 
as Giotto did, merely as an instrument of clarification and 
simplification but, in accordance with its aristocratic temper, as 
a means of enhancing and idealizing reality. And yet the art of 
the High Renaissance is, as we know, by no means anti-natural¬ 
istic; it is only poorer in naturalistic details and less concentrated 
on the differentiation of the empirical material than the art of 
the preceding period, but it is in no w’ay less true and exact. 
Mannerism, on the other hand, which corresponds to the further 
progress of the process of aristocratization, connects its classicism 
with a series of anti-naturalistic conventions, and thereby in¬ 
fluences the taste of the upper classes so deeply that its arty 
concept of beauty is accepted more or less as the standard by 
which all later courtly art is judged. In the second half of the 
sixteenth century mannerism is the leading style just as much in 
France as in Italy and Spain. In France its progress is suddenly 
interrupted, however, by the religious and civil wars under 
Henry IV, and this disturbance, which is prolonged by the anti- 
aristocratic government policy of the succeeding period, makes it 
possible for the middle class to exert a decisive, albeit passing 
influence on the further development of art. The Renaissance 
tradition of covut culture breaks down and with the retrogression 
of court life, first of all, theatrical performances at court become 
more and more infrequent and finally come to an end altogether. 
The popular theatre, on the other hand, continues its modest 
existence even during this time of crisis. In addition to the 
mysteries and moralities, humanist plays are now performed on 
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the popular stage, though they have to adapt themselves to the 
scenic mobility of the medieval theatre and assume its character¬ 
istic shapelessness. The middle class that enjoys the favour of the 
Crown under Louis XIII, and Richelieu and even in the first 
period of the reign of Louis XIV and gives employment to the 
literary men of the period, finally succeeds in reforming this 
theatre, which was still suffering from a medieval lack of rules 
and restrictions. It develops a literary style of its own funda¬ 
mentally different from the mannerism of the aristocracy, and 
establishes in the genre with which it lias the longest and deepest 
connections—the drama—a new classicism based on naturalness 
and reasonableness. The tragidie classique is, therefore, not the 
creation of the learned humanists with their courtly taste and of 
the aristocratic Pleiade, as has so often been asserted, but grows 
out of the living and commonplace bourgeois theatre. Its formal 
limitations, especially its unities of time and place, do not result 
from the study of classical tragedy, or at least not directly, but 
develop, first of all, as the artistic means by which an attempt is 
made to heighten the stage effect and the probability of the 
action. Increasing bewilderment is felt that the scenery of actions 
taking place in different houses, cities and countries should be 
separated by a mere board and that the short interval between 
two acts should be supposed to represent months and years. On 
the basis of such rationalistic considerations, a dramatic action 
begins to be regarded as all the more probable the shorter the 
time and the more uniform the space is in which it takes place. 
The duration of the events and the distances between the various 
scenes is, therefore, reduced, in order to attain a more perfect 
illusion, and a gradual approach is made to the most obvious form 
of illusionism: the identification of the actual time of the per¬ 
formance with the imaginary time of the action. The unities 
accordingly conform to a perfectly naturalistic requirement, 
and are also represented by the dramaturgists of the period 
as the criteria of dramatic probability. But it is, to say the 
least, strange that an artistic device which led to the most 
far-reaching stylization and most ruthless violation of reality 
originally meant the victory of the naturalistic outlook and 
of rationalistic thought over the unbridled and indiscriminate 
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curiosity of a theatre public whose feelings were still essentially 
medieval. 

And as in the drama, so also in the other arts, classicism is 
synonymous with the triumph of naturalism and rationalism: on 
the one hand, over the fantasy and lack of discipline, on the other 
hand, over the affectedness and conventionalism of art as practised 
liitherto. To the poetry of du Bartas, d’Aubignd and Th^ophile 
de Viau the middle class opposes the drama of men like Hardy, 
Mairet and Corneille and follows up the mannerism of Jean 
Cousin and Jacques Bellange with the naturalism and classicism 
of Louis Le Nain and Poussin. The fact that naturalistic classicism 
never becomes so predominant in the plastic arts as in the drama 
is to be attributed, above all, to the much less close historical 
relationship of the French bourgeoisie with painting than with 
the theatre and to the fact that it still has not the resources at 
its disposal necessary in order to exert such an overwhelming 
influence. It is true that mannerism gradually falls out of fashion 
in painting and sculpture too, but, in this case, it is superseded 
by a style that inclines more to the baroque than to classicism. 
In the drama, however, bourgeois classicism is entirely succcssfLil 
with its enforcement of the unities. The Cid by the Rouen 
solicitor Corneille, which appears in 1636, can be regarded as its 
final triumph. To begin with, it meets with the op]X)sition of 
court circles, but the realistic and rationalistic tliinking that 
dominates the economic and political life of the age proves to be 
irresistibly victorious. The aristocracy, which is subject to the in¬ 
fluence of Spanish taste, is forced to overcome its penchant for 
the adventurous, the extravagant and the fantastic and to resign 
itself to the aesthetic criteria of the matter-of-fact and unpreten¬ 
tious bourgeoisie. This does not take place, however, without this 
philosophy of art being modified by the aristocracy, to fit in with 
its own ideals and aims. It preserves the harmony, the regularity 
and the naturalness of bourgeois classicism, since the new court 
etiquette regards all shrillness, noisiness and wilfulness as in 
bad taste, in any case, but it reinterprets the artistic economy 
of this aesthetic trend, in order to bring it into line with a 
philosophy in wliich concentration and precision are understood 
not as principles of puritanical discipline but as fastidious rules 
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of taste and in which they are opposed to ‘coarse’, unruly 
and incalculable nature as the norms of a higher, purer reality. 
Classicism, which was originally intended only to preserve and 
stress the organic unity and stern ‘logic’ of nature, in this way 
becomes a brake on the instincts, a defence against the flood 
of the emotions and a veil over the ordinary and the all-too- 
natural. 

This reinterpretation was already partly achieved in the 
tragedies of Corneille, which are among the ripest manifestations 
of the new artistic rationalism, but which arose obviously not 
without regard for the requirements of the court theatre. In the 
succeeding period the sober, matter-of-fact, puritanical ten¬ 
dencies recede increasingly in court art, on the one hand, because 
alongside and often against its severity, the desire for a height¬ 
ened display makes itself felt, on the other hand, because a 
general change is taking place in the whole conception of art in 
this century, and this leads to the freer, more emotional, more 
sensualistic aspirations of the baroque gaining the upper hand. 
In this way, there arises in French art and literature a curious 
proximity and interaction of classicistic and baroque tendencies, 
and a resulting style that is a contradiction in itself—^baroque 
classicism. The high baroque of Racine and Le Brun contains— 
in the one case absolutely resolved, in the other absolutely un¬ 
resolved—the conflict between the new courtly ceremonial style 
and the formal severity that has its roots in bourgeois classi¬ 
cism. It is classicistic and anti-classicistic at the same time it acts^ 
equally through the material and the form, through fullness and 
restriction, expansion and concentration. Around 1680 a counter¬ 
tendency sets in against this courtly and academic style: in 
opposition as much to its grandiose attitudes and pretentious 
themes as to its alleged fidelity to classical models. The conception 
of art that now holds good, as a result, is less restrained, more 
individualistic, more intimate and it turns its liberalism, above 
all, against the classicism, not the baroque tendencies of court 
art. The success of the modernists in the ‘Quarrel between the 
Ancients and the Moderns’ is merely a symptom of this develop¬ 
ment. The R6gence decides the victory of the anti-classical trend 
and brings about an absolute re-orientation of the prevailing 
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fashions of taste. The social origins of the new art, however, are 
not wholly evident. The change is carried through partly by the 
liberal-minded aristocracy, partly by the upper middle class. But 
as the art of the Regence gradually develops into the rococo, it 
more and more assumes the characteristics of a courtly-aristo¬ 
cratic style, although it bears within it from the very outset the 
elements of the dissolution of court culture. At any rate, it loses 
the concentrated, precise and solid character of classicism, shows 
an increasingly strong dislike for everything regular, geometrical 
and tectonic, and tends more and more to favour the irnproviza- 
tion, the apergu and the epigram. ^Si quelqu’un est assez barbare 
—assez classique!’—as even the by no means courtl 5 ’^-minded 
Beaumarchais says. Since the Middle Ages, art had never been 
so far removed from classical purity, never had it been more 
sophisticated and more artificial. And then, around 1750, in the 
midst of the rococo, a new reaction sets in. The progressive 
elements of society stand, in opposition to the prevailing trend, 
for an artistic ideal which once again bears a rationally classicistic 
character. No classicism had ever been more strict, more sober, 
more methodical than this; in none had the reduction of forms, 
the straight line and the tectonically significant been carried 
through more consistently, in none had the typical and the 
normative been emphasized more strongly. None had possessed 
the unmistakable clarity of this classicism, because none had had 
its strictly programmatical character, its aggressive determina¬ 
tion to break up the rococo. Even now it is not immediately clear 
by which strata of society the new movement is initiated. Its first 
representatives, men like Caylus and Cochin, Gabriel and Souf¬ 
flot, are rooted in courtly-aristocratic culture, but it soon becomes 
perceptible that the most progressive elements of society are the 
motive power behind them. The sociological derivation of the 
new classicism is so difficult, because the tradition of the old 
baroque classicism had never entirely broken down, and is just as 
active in the elegance of Vanloo or Reynolds as in the correctness 
of Voltaire or Pope. Certain classicistic formulae remain current 
both in painting and literature during the whole period of courtly 
style covering the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and, as 
regards poetic diction, the following passage from Pope, for 
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example, illustrates the classicism of this period just as perfectly 
as any text from the century of Louis XIV: 

See, through this air, this ocean, and this earth. 

All matter quick, and bursting into birth, 

Above, how high, progressive life may go! 

Around, how wide! how deep extend below! 

Vast chain of being! which from God began, 

Natures ethereal, human, angel, man, 

Beast, bird, fish, insect, what no eye can see, 

No glass can reachf from infinite to thee, 

From thee to nothing.^®* 

The aloof rationalism and smooth crystalline form of these lines 
are different, however, even at first sight, from the vibrant tone 
of the following lines by Chenier winch are just as perfectly 
classicistic but are filled with a new passion: 

Aliens, dtouffe tes clameurs; 

Souffre, o coeur gros de haine, affame de justice. 

Toi, Vertu, pleure, si je meurs. 

Pope’s lines are still a reminiscence of the intellectual cultur e of 
the court aristocracy, whereas Chenier’s are already the expres¬ 
sion of the new bourgeois emotionalism and come from the lips 
of a poet who stands in the shadow of the guillotine and becomes 
the victim of that revolutionary middle class whose classicistic 
taste finds in him its first important, though involuntary, 
mouthpiece. 

The new classicism does not arrive so unheralded as has often 
been assumed.^®^ Ever since the end of the Middle Ages concep¬ 
tions of art had developed between the two poles of a strictly 
tectonic trend and formal freedom, that is, between an outlook 
related to classicism and one opposed to it. No change in modern 
art represents a completely new beginnings they all link up with 
one or other of these two tendencies, each of which takes over 
the lead from the other, but neither of which is ever entirely 
supplanted. Those scholars who represent neo-classicism as a 
complete innovation usually regard it as peculiar that the develop¬ 
ment does not proceed from the simple to the complicated, in 
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other words, from the linear to the pictorial, or from the pictorial 
to the more pictorial, but that the process of differentiation 
‘breaks off’ and the development ‘jumps back’ to a certain 
extent. WoelfOin is of the opinion that in this retrogression 
‘the initiative is more clearly grounded in outward circum¬ 
stances’ than in the uninterrupted process of increasing compli¬ 
cation. In reality, there is no fundamental difference, however, 
between the two types of development, the influence of ‘out¬ 
ward circumstances’ is only more obvious in the case of an 
intermittent than in that of a straightforward development. In 
fact, outward circumstances always play the same decisive role. 
At every point and in every moment of the development it is an 
open question what direction artistic creation will take. The 
maintenance of the course already set represents a dialectical 
process which is just as much the result of ‘outward circum¬ 
stances’ as a change in the prevailing trend. The attempt to hold 
up or interrupt the progress of naturalism does not presuppose 
any factors fundamentally different from those underlying the 
desire to maintain or accelerate its progress. The art of the age 
of the Revolution differs from earlier classicism, above all, by 
the fact that it leads to a more exclusive predominance of the 
strictly formal conception of art than had ever occurred since 
the beginning of the Renaissance, and that it represents the final 
conclusion of the three hundred year long development extend¬ 
ing from the naturalism of Pisanello to the impressionism of 
Guardi.1*® It would, nevertheless, be unjustifiable to assert a 
complete lack of tension and stylistic conflict in the art of David; 
the dialectic of the various trends of style pulsates in it just as 
feverishly as in the poetry of Chenier and all the impoi'tant 
artistic creations of the revolutionary period. 

The classicism which extends from the middle of the 
eighteenth century to the July revolution is not a homogeneous 
movement but a development that, although it proceeds without 
interruption, takes place in several clearly distinguishable phases. 
The first of these phases, which lasts roughly from 1750 to 1780 
and is usually called ‘rococo classicism’ on account of the mixed 
character of its style, represents what is historically probably the 
most important of the tendencies united in the ‘Louis-Seize’, but 
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is only an undercurrent in the real artistic life of the period. The 
heterogeneousness of the competing stylistic tendencies is ex¬ 
pressed most forcibly of all in the architecture of the age, in 
which rococo interiors are combined with classicistic facades, a 
mixture of styles which never disturbs the contemporary public. 
In no phenomenon is the indecision of the period, its inability to 
choose between the given alternatives, expressed so clearly as in 
this eclecticism. The baroque was already marked by a wavering 
between rationalism and sensualism, formalism and spontaneity, 
classical and modern, but it still attempted to resolve the conflict 
in a single, albeit not wholly uniform style. Here, on the other 
hand, we are confronted with an art in which there is not even 
an attempt to reduce the different stylistic elements to a common 
denominator. For just as in architecture stylistically different 
fagades and interiors are combined, so in painting and poetry 
works of utterly different formal character stand side by side— 
the works of Boucher, Fragonard and Voltaire beside those of 
Vien, Greuze and Rousseau. The age produces, at most, hybrid 
forms, but no adjustment of the opposing formal principles. This 
eclecticism corresponds to the general structure of a society in 
which the different classes intermingle and often co-operate, but 
still remain absolute strangers to each other. The prevailing 
power relationships are expressed in the world of art above all in 
the fact that the courtly rococo is, in practice, still the predomin¬ 
ant style and enjoys the favour of the overwhelming majority o 
the art public, whereas classicism merely represents the art of an 
artistic opposition and constitutes the programme of a compara¬ 
tively sparse group of amateurs hardly big enough to make any 
difference in the art market. 

This new movement, which has also been called ‘archaeo¬ 
logical classicism’, is more directly dependent on the antiquarian 
approach to Greek and Roman art than the older cognate ten¬ 
dencies. But even here, the theoretical interest in classical 
antiquity is not the primary factory it rather presupposes a change 
of taste, which in its turn presupposes a shift of values in the 
whole outlook on life. Classical art acquires a topical interest for the 
eighteenth century, because once again the attraction of a more 
stern, more serious and more objective artistic style is felt after 
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the reign of a pictorial technique that had become all too flexible 
and fluid, and all too playful with charming colours and tones. 
When the new classicistic trend emerged around the middle of 
the century, the classicism of the ‘grand sifecle’ had been dead for 
fifty years; art had surrendered itself to the voluptuousness that 
dominates the whole century. The anti-sensualism of the classi¬ 
cistic ideal, which now comes into its own again, is not a question 
of taste and aesthetic evaluation, or not primarily, but a matter of 
morals, the expression of a striving for simplicity and sincerity. 
The change of taste which consigns to oblivion the charms of 
the sensual, richness and gradations of colour, the streaming 
profusion and sweeping flight of impressions, and questions 
the value of everything that all connoisseurs had for half a 
century considered the quintessence of art, this unheard of sim¬ 
plification and levelling down of aesthetic criteria, signifies the 
triumph of a new puritanical idealism directed against the hedon¬ 
ism of the age. The yearning for the pure, clear-cut, uncom¬ 
plicated line, for regularity and discipline, harmony and rest, for 
Winckelmann’s ‘noble simplicity and calm greatness’, is above all 
a protest against the insincerity and sophistication, the empty 
virtuosity and brilliance, of the rococo, qualities that now begin to 
be regarded as depraved and degenerate, diseased and unnatural. 

Beside the artists who, like Vien and Falconet, Mengs and 
Battoni, Benjamin West and William Hamilton, support the new 
trend with enthusiasm all over Europe, there are innumerable 
artists and amateurs, critics and collectors, who only flirt with the 
revolt against the rococo and join in the fashionable imitation of 
classical antiquity in a purely superficial way. For the most part 
they are merely the supporters of a movement the real origin and 
ultimate aim of which remains hidden from them. Theoretically, 
Antoine Co 3 q)el, the Director of the Academy, takes his stand 
alongside classicism, and Count Caylus, the cultured art patron 
and archaeologist, even places himself at the head of the move¬ 
ment. The Surintendant de Marigny, the brother of Madame de 
Pompadour, sets out on a journey to Italy in 1748 with Soufflot 
and Cochin for purposes of study and thereby initiates the new 
series of pilgrimages to the South. Systematic archaeological 
research begins with Winckelmann, through Mengs the new 
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classicistic trend becomes predominant in Rome, and in Piranesi’s 
work the experience of archaeology becomes the very subject 
of artistic treatment. The main difference between the new 
classicism and the older classicistic movements is that it regards 
the classical and the modern as two hostile, mutually irreconcilable 
tendencies.^®’ Whilst in France, however, a compromise between 
the conflicting trends is reached, and classicism represents, above 
all in the work of David, at the same time an advance of natural¬ 
ism, the new movement produces, in the other countries of 
Europe, mostly an anaemic, academic art, which regards the 
imitation of classical antiquity as an aim in itself. 

It is usual to look on the excavations of Pompeii (17^'8) as the 
decisive stimulus to the new archaeological classicism^ but this 
enterprise must itself have been stimulated by a new interest and 
a new point of view, to have made such an impression, since the 
first excavations, which took place in Herculaneum in 1757, had 
had no results worth mentioning. The change in the intellectual 
climate does not occur in fact until around the middle of the cen¬ 
tury. From this time onward tlae international scientific pursuit 
of archaeology first begins alongside the international movement 
of classicism, which is no longer dominated by the French, even 
though the school of David will have its affiliations all over 
Europe. The ‘scavi’ become the slogan of the dayj the wdiole in¬ 
telligentsia of Western Europe shows an interest in them. The 
collecting of ‘antiques’ becomes a real passion; considerable sums 
are spent on classical works of art, and everywhere collections of 
works of sculpture and of gems and vases are started. A journey 
to Italy is now not only a mark of good breeding, but is looked 
upon as an essential part of the training of a young man of the 
world. There is no artist, no writer, no person of intellectual in¬ 
terests who does not promise himself the supreme enhancement 
of his capabilities from the direct experience of the monuments 
of classical art in Italy. Goethe’s Italian journey, his collection 
of antiques, the Hera-room in his house in Weimar, with the 
colossal bust of the goddess tlu'eatening to explode the walls of 
the bourgeois interior, serve as a symbol of this cultural epoch. 
But the new cult of antiquity is, precisely like the almost simul¬ 
taneous enthusiasm for the Middle Ages, an essentially romantic 
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movement^ for even classical antiquity now seems to have be¬ 
come an inaccessible springtime of human culture, that has, as 
Rousseau would have it, disappeared for ever. Winckelmann, 
Lessing, Herder, Goethe and the whole of German romanticism 
are absolutely unanimous in holding this conception of antiquity. 
They all see in it a source of recovery and renewal—an example 
of genuine and full, though never again to be realized, humanity. 
It is no accident that the pre-romantic movement coincides with 
the beginnings of archaeology and that Rousseau and Winckel¬ 
mann are contemporaries ^ the basic intellectual characterivStic is 
expressed in one and the same nostalgic philosophy of culture— 
concentrated in the one case on classical antiquity, in the other 
on the Middle Ages. The new classicism is just as much directed 
against the frivolity and sophistication of the rococo as is the pre¬ 
romantic movement 5 both are inspired by the same bourgeois 
outlook on life. The Renaissance conception of classical antiquity 
was conditioned by the ideology of the humanists and re¬ 
flected the antischolastic and anticlerical ideas of the intellectual 
stratum 5 the art of the seventeenth century interpreted the 
world of the Greeks and Romans according to the feudal stan¬ 
dards of morality professed by the absolute monarchy^ the 
classicism of the revolutionary period is dependent on the stoic 
ideals of the progressive and republican middle class and remains 
faithful to them in all its manifestations. 

The third quarter of the century was still pervaded by the 
conflict of styles. Classicism found itself involved in a fight and 
was the weaker of the two competing tendencies. Until about 
1780, it limited itself for the most part to a theoretical dispute 
with court art 5 only after this date, especially after the appear¬ 
ance on the scene of David, can the rococo be considered van¬ 
quished. The success of David^s ‘Oath of the Horatii’, in 1785, 
signifies the end of a thirty years’ conflict and the victory of the 
new monumental style. With the art of the revolutionaiy era, 
which extends roughly from 1780 to 1800, a new phase of classi¬ 
cism begins. On the eve of the Revolution, generally speaking, 
the following tendencies were represented in French painting: 
( 1 ) the tradition of the sensualistic-coloristic rococo in the art of 
Fragonard^ ( 2 ) the sentimentalism represented in the work of 
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Greuze; (3) the bourgeois naturalism of Chardin; and (4) the 
classicism of Vien. The Revolution chose this classicism as the 
style most in harmony with its outlook, although one would 
have thought the artistic trends represented by Greuze and 
Chardin would have been more in accordance with its taste. But 
the decisive factor in its choice was not the question of taste and 
form, not the principle of intimacy and inwardness derived from 
the bourgeois philosophy of art of the late Middle Ages and the 
early Renaissance, but the consideration as to which of the exist¬ 
ing trends was best able to portray the ethos of the Revolution 
with its patriotic-heroic ideals, its Roman civic virtues and repub¬ 
lican ideas of freedom. Love of freedom and fatherland, heroism 
and the spirit of self-sacrifice, Spartan hardness and stoic self- 
conti'ol, are now set in the place of the moral concepts developed 
by the bourgeoisie in the course of its climb to economic power, 
which were finally so weakened and undermined that it was 
possible for the bourgeoisie to be one of the most important sup¬ 
porters of rococo culture. The pioneers and precursors of the 
Revolution, therefore, had to turn just as sharply against the 
ideals of the fermiers generaux as against the ‘douceurs de vivre’ 
of the aristocracy. But they were also unable to rely on the easy¬ 
going, patriarchal, unheroic bourgeois attitude of earlier cen¬ 
turies and could expect their aims to be promoted only by an 
absolutely militant art. But of all the trends they had to choose 
from, the classicism of Vien and his school was most qualified to 
meet their requirements. 

The art of Vien himself was, however, still full of triviality 
and prettiness, and just as closely connected with the rococo as 
the bourgeois sentimentality of Greuze. Classicism was in this 
case nothing more than a tribute to the fashion in which the 
artist joined with pedantical zeal. In his coquettishly erotic paint¬ 
ings only the motifs were classical and the manner pseudo- 
classical, the spirit and the disposition were pure rococo. No 
wonder that the young David began his Italian journey with the 
determination not to be taken in by the seductions of classical 
antiquity.IS* Nothing shows more strikingly how deep was the 
gulf between rococo classicism and the revolutionary classicism of 
the following generation than this resolution of David’s. If, in 
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spite of it, David became the pioneer and greatest representative 
of classicistic art, then the reason for this was the change of 
meaning which classicism had undergone and as a result of 
which it lost its aestheticizing character. David did not, how¬ 
ever, immediately succeed in imposing his new interpretation of 
classicism. To begin with, there was nothing to suggest that he 
would ever occupy the unrivalled position which he held after the 
‘Horatii’ and did not lose until after the Restoration. At the same 
time as David, a whole group of young French artists sojourned 
in Rome, and they went through a similar development to 
David himself. The Salon of 1781 w^as dominated by these young 
‘Romans’ who were moving towards a stricter classicism, and of 
whom Menageot was considered the real leader. David’s pictures 
were still too severe, too serious for contemporary taste. Criticism 
only gradually realized that these very pictures meant the 
triumph of the ideas which were being proclaimed in the attempts 
to destroy the rococo.^®* But the times soon became ripe for 
David and the amends that were made to him left nothing to be 
desired. The ‘Oath of the Horatii’ was one of the greatest suc¬ 
cesses in the history of art. The triumphant progress of the work 
already began in Italy where David exhibited it in his own studio. 
Pilgrimages w^ere made to the picture, flowers placed before it, 
and Vien, Battoni, Angelika Kaufmann and Wilhelm Tischbein, 
that is to say, the most esteemed artists in Rome, joined in the 
universal praise of the young artist. In Paris, where the public 
became acquainted with the work in the Salon of 1785, the 
triumph continued. The ‘Horatii’ was described as the ‘most 
beautiful picture of the century’ and David’s achievement was 
regarded as really revolutionary. The work appeared to the con¬ 
temporary world as the most novel and daring feat imaginable— 
as the perfect realization of the classicistic ideal. The scene por¬ 
trayed was here reduced to a few figures, almost without ‘supers’, 
without accessories. The protagonists of the drama were, as a 
sign of their unanimity and determination, if necessary, to die 
together for their common ideal, brought into one single, un¬ 
broken, rigid line 5 this formal radicalism enabled the painter to 
achieve an effect unparalleled by anything in the artistic experi¬ 
ence of his generation. He developed his classicism into a purely 
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linear art, completely renouncing mere pictorial effects and all 
the concessions that would have made the picture a pure feast for 
the eyes. The artistic means which he employed were strictly 
rational, methodical, puritanical, and subordinated the whole 
organization of the work to the principle of economy. The pre¬ 
cision and the objectivity, the restriction of the work to the barest 
essentials and the intellectual energy expressed in this concen¬ 
tration were more in harmony with the stoicism of the revolu¬ 
tionary bourgeoisie than any other artistic trend. Here was the 
unity of greatness and simplicity, dignity and sobriety. The 
‘Horatii’ have rightly been called the ‘classicistic picture par ex¬ 
cellence’.^*® The work represents the stylistic ideal of its age just 
as perfectly as, for example, Leonardo’s ‘Last Supper’ represents 
the Renaissance conception of art. If it is admissible to interpret 
piu-e artistic form sociologically, then here is a case in point. This 
clarity, this uncompromising rigour, this sharpness of expression, 
has its origin in the republican civic virtues; form is here really 
only the vehicle, the means to an end. The fact that the upper 
classes join in this classicism is, in view of what we know of the 
infectious power of successful movements, nothing like so 
astonishing as the fact that even the government gave their sup¬ 
port to it. ‘The Oath of the Horatii’ was, as is known, painted for 
the Ministry of Fine Arts. The general attitude to the subversive 
tendencies irj art was just as unsuspecting or undecided as in 
politics. 

When ‘Brutus’, the picture with which David attains the 
height of his fame, is exhibited in 1789, formal considerations 
no longer play any conscious part in the reception of the work. 
Roman costume and Roman patriotism have become the ruling 
fashion and a universally acknowledged symbol of which use is 
made all the more readily as any other analogy, any other his¬ 
torical parallel, would be a reminder of the knightly-heroic ideal. 
The presuppositions from which modern patriotism arose are 
not, however, connected with the Romans. This patriotism is the 
product of an age in which France no longer has to defend her 
freedom against a greedy neighbour or a foreign feudal sovereign 
but against a hostile surrounding world of which the whole social 
structure is different from hers, and which is up in arms against 
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the Revolution. Revolutionary France quite ingenuously enlists 
the services of art to assist her in this struggle 5 the nineteenth 
century is the first to conceive the idea of 4’art pour I’art’ which 
forbids such a practice. The principle of ‘pure’, absolutely ‘use¬ 
less’ art first results from the opposition of the romantic move¬ 
ment to the revolutionary period as a whole, and the demand 
that the artists should be passive derives from the ruling class’s 
fear of losing its influence on art. In the attainment of its prac¬ 
tical aims, the eighteenth century continues to exploit art as un¬ 
scrupulously as all previous centuries had done 5 but until the 
outbreak of the Revolution artists themselves had hardly become 
conscious of this practice and they thought much less of turning 
it into a programme. It is only with the Revolution that art be¬ 
comes a confession of political faith, and it is now emphasized for 
the first time that it has to be no ‘mere ornament on the social 
structure’, but ‘a part of its foundations’.i*^ It is now declared 
that art must not be an idle pastime, a mere tickling of the 
nerves, a privilege of the rich and the leisured, but that it must 
teach and improve, spur on to action and set an example. It 
must be pure, true, inspired and inspiring, contribute to the 
happiness of the general public and become the possession of the 
whole nation. The programme was ingenuous, like all abstract 
reforms of art, and its sterility proved that a revolution must first 
change society before it can change art, although art itself is 
an instrument of this change and stands in a complicated rela¬ 
tionship of reciprocal action and reaction to the social process. 
The real aim of the Revolution was, incidentally, not the par¬ 
ticipation in the enjoyment of art of the classes excluded from tlie 
privileges of culture, but the alteration of society, the deepening 
of the feeling of community and the arousing of an awareness of 
the achievements of the Revolution.^From now on the cultiva¬ 
tion of art constituted an instrument of government and enjoyed 
the attention given only to important affairs of state. As long as 
the Republic was in danger and fighting for its very existence, 
the whole nation was called upon to serve it with all its com¬ 
bined strength. In an address given to the Convention by David, 
we find these words: ‘Each one of us is responsible to the nation 
for the talents he has received from nature.And Hassenfratz, 
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a iuror of the Salon of 1793, formulates the corresponding 
aesthetic theory in the following terms: ‘The whole talent of 
an artist dwells in his heartj what he achieves with his hands is 
without significance.’!** 

David plays an unprecedented part in the art politics of his 
time. He is a member of the Convention and as such already 
exerts a considerable influence; but, at the same time, he is the 
confidant and mouthpiece of the Revolutionary government in 
all matters of art. Since the days of Le Brun no artist had had 
such a wide sphere of activity; but David’s personal prestige is 
incomparably greater than was the respect in which Louis XIV’s 
factotum was held. He is not merely the artistic dictator of the 
Revolution, not merely the authority to whom all artistic propa¬ 
ganda, the organization of all great festivities and ceremonies, 
the Academy with all its functions, the whole system of museums 
and exhibitions, are subject, he is the creator of a revolution of his 
own, of that ‘revolution Davidienne’ which was, to some extent, 
the starting point of modern art. He is the founder of a school, 
the authority, extent and stability of which are almost without 
parallel in the history of art. Nearly all the talented young artists 
of the time belong to it and, in spite of the adversities which the 
master had to suffer, in spite of flight and banishmejit and the 
dwindhng of his own creative powers, it remains, right up to the 
July revolution, not only the most important school but the 
‘school’ of French painting. In fact, it becomes the school of 
European classicism as a whole, and its founder, who has been 
called the Napoleon of painting, thereby exercises an influence 
which may, in his own sphere, be compared to that of the world 
conqueror. The master’s authority outlasts the 9 Thermidor, the 
18 Brumaire and Napoleon’s accession to the throne, and not 
simply because David is the greatest contemporary French 
painter, but because his classicism represents the conception of 
art most in harmony with the political aims of the Consulate and 
the Empire. The uniform development of artistic work and policy 
is interrupted only during the Directoire, which, in contrast to 
both the Revolution and the Empire, is frivolous, hedonistic and 
aesthetically epicurean in character.**® Under the Consulate, 
when the French are constantly being reminded of the heroic 
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virtues of the Romans, and under tlie Empire, in whose political 
propaganda the comparison with the Roman Imperium plays a 
similar r61e to the analogy with the Roman Republic during the 
Revolution, classicism remains the representative style of French 
art. But, despite the consistency of its development, David’s paint¬ 
ing bears the marks of the transformation which the society and 
government of the country are undergoing. Even during the 
Directoire his style shows, above all in the ‘Sabine Women’, a 
softer and more pleasing character, a turning away from the 
uncompromising artistic severity of the revolutionary period. And 
under the Empire, although he again surrenders the flattering 
elegance and artistiy of his Directoire style, he diverges from the 
aims of his early period in a different direction. The master’s Em¬ 
pire style contains,translated into artistic terms, the whole internal 
conflict implicit in Napoleon’s rule. For, just as this rdgime never 
altogether denies its origins in the Revolution and destroys the 
hope of a revival of the hereditary privileges once and for all, but 
relentlessly continues the liquidation of the Revolution which 
had begun with the 9 Thermidor, and not only guarantees the 
powerful position of the capitalistic bourgeoisie and the landed 
peasantry, but sets up a political dictatorship which restricts the 
freedoms of these very classes to the code of civil law, so the 
Empire art of David is likewise an unbalanced synthesis of con¬ 
tradictory tendencies in which the ceremonial and the conven¬ 
tional gradually gain the upper hand over naturalism and 
spontaneity. 

The tasks imposed on David as Napoleon’s ‘premier peintre’ 
further his art by bringing him into direct touch with historical 
reality again and by offering him an opportunity of grappling 
with the formal problems of great official historical pictures, but 
at the same time they stiffen his classicism and bring out in him 
the marks of that academicism which was to become so fateful 
for himself and his school. Delacroix called David ‘le pfere de 
toute I’dcole moderne’ and that he was in a double respect: not 
only as the creator of the new bourgeois naturalism which, 
especially in the portrait, gave expression to the seriousness and 
dignity of a stern, simple, absolutely untheatrical outlook on life, 
but also and above all as the man who restored the narrative 
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painting and the pictorial representation of great historical 
occasions, llianks to such tasks, David regains, after the super¬ 
ficial elegance and trifling treatment of formal problems, char¬ 
acteristic of his Directoire period, much of his earlier objectivity 
and simplicity. The problems which he now has to solve no 
longer hover in the air, like the theme of the ‘Sabine Women’, 
but result from direct, topical reality. In commissions like those 
that lead to the painting of the ‘Sucre’ (1805-8) or to the ‘Dis¬ 
tribution of the Eagles’ (1810), he finds more artistic stimulation 
than he himself would have perhaps expected. What these pictures 
lack in verve and dramatic quality, compared with the ‘Oath 
in the Tennis Court’, they make up for by the more simple, more 
reahstic treatment of the subject. With them David turns farther 
away from the eighteenth century and the rococo tradition and 
creates, in contrast to the prevailing individualism of his early 
works, a more objective style, which it was possible to misappro¬ 
priate academically, but which it was, at any rate, possible to 
continue. Even now, however, he does not entirely overcome the 
inner conflict which had been threatening the intellectual unity 
of his art since the Directoire. Besides the official ceremonies, for 
which he finds a thoroughly satisfactory solution, he paints scenes 
from the ancient world, such as the ‘Sappho’ (1809) or the 
‘Leonidas’ (1812), which are just as affected and mannered as 
were the ‘Sabine Women’. The classical world has ceased to be a 
source of inspiration for David and becomes a mere convention, 
as it does with all his contemporaries. When he is confronted 
with practical tasks, he continues to produce masterpieces, but 
when he tries to soar above reality, he fails. 

The conflict in David’s art between the abstract, anaemic 
idealism of his mythological and antique-historical compositions 
and the full-blooded naturalism of his portraits, becomes still 
more intense during his exile in Brussels. Whenever he enters 
into direct contact wth real life, that is to say, when he has to 
paint portraits, he is still the great old master, but in so far as he 
gives way to his classical illusions, which lack all relationship to 
the present and have become an artistic game, the impression he 
makes is not only old-fashioned but often also in bad taste. The 
case of David is of special importance for the sociology of art, for 
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he probably provides the most convincing refutation of the thesis 
according to which practical political aims and genuine artistic 
quality are incompatible. The more intimately connected he was 
with political interests and the more completely he placed his art 
at the service of propagandistic aims, the greater was the artistic 
worth of his creations. During the Revolution, when all his 
thoughts revolved around politics and he painted his ‘Oath in the 
Tennis Court’ and his ‘Marat’, he was at the height of his powers 
artistically. And under the Empire, when he was at least able to 
identify himself with Napoleon’s patriotic aims and was doubt¬ 
less aware what the Revolution owed to the dictator, in spite of 
everything, his art remained creative and alive, whenever it was 
concerned with practical tasks. Later, however, in Brussels, when 
he had lost all connection with political reality and was nothing 
but a painter, he sank to the lowest point in his artistic develop¬ 
ment. Now, although these correlations do not prove that an 
artist must be politically interested and progressively-minded to 
paint good pictures, yet they do, none the less, prove that such 
interests and such aims by no means prevent the creation of good 
pictures. 

It has often been asserted that the Revolution was artistically 
sterile and that its creations moved within the limits of a style 
which Wcis nothing more than the continuation and culmination 
of the old rococo classicism. It has been emphasized that the art 
of the revolutionary epoch can be described as revolutionary only 
in relation to its subjects and ideas but not in relation to its forms 
and stylistic principles.^** It is a fact that the Revolution had 
found classicism more or less ready-made when it came on tlie 
scene, but it gave it a new content and a new meaning. The 
classicism of the Revolution seemed unoriginal and uncreative 
only from the levelling perspective of posterity^ the contem¬ 
porary world was quite aware of the stylistic difference between 
the classicism of David and that of his predecessors. How daring 
and revolutionary David’s innovations appeared to them is best 
proved by the words of the Academy Director Pierre, who 
described the composition of the ‘Horatii’ as an ‘attack on good 
taste’ because of their deviation from the usual pyramidal pat¬ 
tern.**^ The real stylistic creation of the Revolution is, however, 
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not this classicism but romanticism, that is to say, not the art that 
it actually practised but the art for which it prepared the way. 
The Revolution itself was unable to realize the new style, be¬ 
cause it possessed new political aims, new social institutions, new 
standards of law, but so far no new society speaking its own lan¬ 
guage. Only the bare presupposition for the rise of such a society 
existed at that time. Art lagged behind political developments 
and still moved partly, as Marx already noted, in the old anti¬ 
quated forms. Artists and writers are, in fact, by no means 
always prophets and art falls behind the times just as often as it 
hastens on in advance of them. 

Even the romanticism for which the Revolution prepared 
the way is based on an earlier kindred movement^ but pre¬ 
romanticism and romanticism proper have not even as much in 
common with each other as have the two forms of modern classi¬ 
cism. They represent in no sense a uniform romantic movement, 
which merely happened to be interrupted in its development.^^® 
Pre-romanticism suffers a decisive and final defeat at the hands 
of the Revolution. It is true that anti-rationalism revives again, 
but the sentimentality of the eighteenth century does not outlast 
the Revolution. Post-revolutionary romanticism reflects a new 
outlook on life and the world and, above all, it creates a new 
interpretation of the idea of artistic freedom. This freedom is no 
longer a privilege of the genius, but the birthright of every artist 
and every gifted individual. Pre-romanticism allowed only the 
genius to deviate from the rules, romanticism proper denies the 
validity of objective rules of any kind. All individual expression 
is unique, irreplaceable and bears its own laws and standards 
within itself f this insight is the great achievement of the Revolu¬ 
tion for art. The romantic movement now becomes a war of 
liberation not only against academies, churches, courts, patrons, 
amateurs, critics and masters, but against the very principle cf 
tradition, authority and rule. The straggle is unthinkable with¬ 
out the intellectual atmosphere created by the Revolution 5 it 
owes both its initiation and its influence to the Revolution. The 
whole of modern art is to a certain degree the result of this 
romantic fight for freedom. However much talk there is about 
supra-temporal aesthetic norms, of eternally human artistic 
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values, of the need of objective standards and binding conven¬ 
tions, the emancipation of the individual, the exclusion of all 
extraneous authority, a reckless disregard for all barriers and 
prohibitions, is and remains the vital principle of modern art. 
However enthusiastically the artist of our time acknowledges the 
authority of schools, groups, movements, and professes faith in 
his companions in arms, as soon as he begins to paint, to compose 
or to WTite, he is and feels alone. Modern art is the expression of 
the lonely human being, of the individual wdio feels himself to 
be different, either tragically or blessedly different, from his 
fellows. The Revolution and the romantic movement mark the 
end of a cultural epoch in which the artist appealed to a ^society’, 
to a more or less homogeneous group, to a public whose authority 
he acknowledged in principle absolutely. Art ceases to be a social 
activity guided by objective and conventional criteria, and be¬ 
comes an activity of self-expression creating its own standards^ 
it becomes, in a word, the medium through which the single 
individual speaks to single individuals. Until the romantic period 
it was more or less irrelevant whether and in what measure the 
public consisted of real connoisseurs; artists and writers made it 
their endeavour at all costs to meet the wishes of this public, in 
contrast to the romantic and post-romantic period, in which they 
no longer submit to the taste and demands of any collective group 
and are always on the point of appealing against the verdict of 
one forum of opinion to another. Their work brings them into a 
constant state of tension and opposition towards the public; cer¬ 
tainly, groups of connoisseurs and amateurs are constantly being 
formed, but this formation of groups is in a state of endless flux 
and destroys all continuity in the relationship between art and 
public. 

That David’s classicism and romantic painting have a com¬ 
mon source, namely the Revolution, is also expressed in the fact 
that romanticism does not begin as an attack on classicism and 
does not undermine the David school from outside, but first 
comes on the scene in the work of the nearest and most gifted 
pupils of the master himself, Gros, Girodet and Gudrin. The 
rigid separation of the two trends does not begin until the period 
from 1820 to 1850, when romanticism becomes the style of the 
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artistically progressive, whilst classicism becomes that of the ele¬ 
ments who still swear by the absolute authority of David. The 
hybrid of classicism and romanticism invented by Gros was most 
in accordance with Napoleon’s personal taste and with the nature 
of the problems which he set his artists to solve. Napoleon sought 
relaxation from his practical rationalism in romantic works of art 
and inclined to sentimentalism, when he was not judging art as 
an instrument of propaganda and display. That explains his fond¬ 
ness for Ossian and Rousseau in literature and for the picturesque 
in painting.^When Napoleon made David his court painter, 
he was merely following public opinion; his own sympathies 
belonged to Gros, Gerard, Vernet, Prudhon and the ^anecdotal 
painters’ of his time.^fii They were, by the way, all compelled to 
paint his battles and victories, festivities and ceremonies—^the 
supersensitive Prudhon just as much as the robust David. The 
real painter of the Empire, Napoleon’s painter par excellence, 
however, was Gros, who owed his fame, of which both the sup¬ 
porters and the opponents of the David school approved, partly to 
his ability to represent a scene strikingly, often with a waxwork¬ 
like directness, partly to his new moral conception of the battle 
picture. He was, in fact, the first to portray war from a humani¬ 
tarian point of view and to show the unspectacular sides of battle. 
The miseries of war were so great that they could no longer be 
glossed over; the most sensible thing was to make no attempt at 
all to do so. 

The Empire found the artistic expression of its outlook on life 
in an eclecticism which combined and permuted already existing 
stylistic trends. The contradictory characteristics of this art were 
in accordance with the political and social antinomies of the 
Napoleonic government. The great problem that the Empire 
tried to solve was the reconciliation of the democratic achieve¬ 
ments of the Revolution with the political forms of the absolute 
monarchy. To return to the ancien regime was just as unthink¬ 
able for Napoleon as to remain tied to the ‘anarchy’ of the 
Revolution. A form of government had to be found which would 
combine them both and create a compromise between the old 
and the new state, the old and the new nobility, and between the 
process of social levelling and the new wealth. The idea of free- 
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doni was as foreign to the ancien regime as the idea of equality. 
The Revolution undertook to realize both of them but, finally, 
dropped the principle of equality. Napoleon wanted to rescue this 
principle, but only succeeded in establishing it juridically; 
economically and socially the old, pre-revolutionary inequality 
continued to prevail. What political equality there was consisted 
in the fact that all were equally without rights. Of the achieve¬ 
ments of the Revolution nothing remained but the civic freedom 
of the person, equality before the law, the abolition of feudal 
privileges, freedom of belief and the ‘carribre ouverte aux 
talents’. That was no mean attainment, but the logic of Napo¬ 
leon’s authoritarian government and court ambitions led to the 
rehabilitation of the nobility and the Church and created, in spite 
of the attempt to hold fast to the basic principles of the Revolu¬ 
tion, an anti-revolutionary atmosphere.^®* The romantic move¬ 
ment received an enormous impetus from the conclusion of the 
Concordat and the religious renaissance connected with it. 
Romanticism had already gone hand in hand with the idea of a 
Catholic revival and monarchist tendencies in the work of 
Chateaubriand. The ‘Gdnie du Christianisme’, which appeared 
a year after the Concordat had been concluded and which was 
the first representative work of French romanticism, had a more 
stupendous success than any literary production of the eighteenth 
century. The whole of Paris read it and the ‘premier consul’ had 
parts of it read aloud to him on several evenings. The appearance 
of the book marks the initiation of the clerical party and the end 
of the reign of the ‘philosophes’.^®® With Girodet the romantic- 
clerical reaction spreads to art and speeds up the dissolution of 
classicism. During the years of the Revolution no pictures with 
a religious content were seen at all in exhibitions.^®* David’s 
school began by taking a thoroughly negative attitude to the 
genre; but with the spread of romanticism the number of re¬ 
ligious paintings increased and religious motifs finally invaded 
academic classicism itself. 

The religious renaissance begins at the same time as the 
political reaction under the Consulate. It, too, is part of the 
liquidation of the Revolution and is taken up with enthusiasm 
by the ruling class. The general rejoicing soon becomes silent, 
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however, under the burden of the oppressive sacrifices which the 
Napoleonic adventure imposes on the nation, and the high spirits 
of the bourgeoisie are also substantially restrained by the creation 
of the new military nobility and the attempts at conciliation with 
the old aristocracy. The golden days of the army contractors, corn 
merchants and speculators are only just beginning, however, anrl 
in the fight for supremacy in society the bourgeoisie remains vic¬ 
torious after all, even though it is no longer quite the old revolu¬ 
tionary bourgeoisie. The aims which it pursued through the 
Revolution were, incidentally, never so altruistic as they are 
usually made out to be. The well-to-do middle class had already 
been the creditor of the state long before the Revolution and, in 
view of the persistent mismanagement of the court, it had more 
and more to fear the collapse of the state finances. If it was fight¬ 
ing for a new order, then its main purpose was to make certain of 
its rents. This circumstance explains the apparent paradox that 
the Revolution was realized by one of the richest and not least 
privileged of all classes.^*® It was in no sense a revolution of the 
proletariat and the propertyless petty bourgeoisie but of the ren¬ 
tiers and the commercial contractors, that is to say, of a class that 
was certainly harassed in its economic expansion by the privileges 
of the feudal nobility but in no way vitally menaced by them.^®* 
The Revolution was fought for, however, with the help of the 
working class and the lower strata of the middle class and would 
scarcely have been successful without their help. Yet as soon as 
the bourgeoisie had achieved its aims, it left its former comrades 
in arms in the lurch and wanted to enjoy the fruits of the com¬ 
mon victory alone. In the end, all the classes depiived of civic 
rights and all the oppressed did benefit, nevertheless, from the 
victory of the Revolution, which after so many unsuccessful 
rebellions and revolts was the first to lead to a radical and lasting 
reconstruction of society. The immediate after-effect of the events 
was, however, by no means encouraging. Hardly had the Revo¬ 
lution ended, than a boundless disillusion seized men’s souls and 
not a trace remained of the optimistic philosophy of the enlighten¬ 
ment. The liberalism of the eighteenth century had been based 
on the idea of the identity of freedom and equality. The belief in 
this equation was the source of liberal optimism, and the loss of 
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faith in the compatibility of the two ideas the origin of the pessi¬ 
mism of the post-revolutionary period. 

The most striking sign of the victory of the liberal idea is that 
the influence of the coercion, limitation and regimentation of the 
mind is not felt to be a paralysing one until after the Revolution. 
Hitherto the greatest achievements of art had often been con¬ 
nected with the most rigid despotism 5 from now on all attempts 
to set up an authoritarian culture meet with invincible resistance. 
Tlie Revolution had demonstrated that no human institution 
is unalterable 5 any idea imposed on the artist had lost its claim 
to represent a higher norm, and all compulsion only awakened 
his doubts and suspicion. The principles of order and discipline 
lost their stimulating influence and the liberal idea became 
from now on—yes, indeed, only from now on—a source of artis¬ 
tic inspiration. In spite of the prizes, gifts and distinctions which 
he bestowed on them, Napoleon was unable to spur on his artists 
and writers to achieve anything of importance. The really pro¬ 
ductive authors of his time, people like Mine de Stael and 
Benjamin Constant, were dissidents and outsiders. 

The most important achievement of the Empire in tlie sphere 
of art consisted in the stabilization of the relations betw^een pro¬ 
ducer and consumer wdiich had been created by the enlighten¬ 
ment and the Revolution. The middle-class public that had arisen 
in the eighteenth century became consolidated and from now^ on 
it also played a leading part as a party interested in the plastic 
arts. The public of the seventeenth-century French literature 
consisted of a few thousand people^ it was a group of amateurs 
and connoisseurs estimated by Voltaire to number some two to 
three thousand.^*® That did not mean, of course, that this public 
was made up exclusively of people capable of independent artistic 
judgement and an assured sense of quality, but merely that it 
was in possession of certain aesthetic criteria which enabled its 
members to distinguish the valuable from the valueless within 
definite, usually rather restricted, limits. The public for the plas¬ 
tic arts was, naturally, even more circumscribed than the literary 
public and was made up purely of collectors and connoisseurs. It 
was not until the period in which the quarrel between the 
Poussinistes and the Rubdnistes took place, that an art public 
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arose no longer consisting entirely of such specialists, and not 
until the eighteenth century that it embraced people interested 
in pictures with no thought of buying them. This trend of 
development becomes more and more marked after the Salon of 
1699, and in 1725 the Mercure de France already reports that an 
enormous public of every class and every age is to be seen in the 
Salon admiring, praising, criticizing and finding fault,**® Accord¬ 
ing to contemporary reports, the crowds are unprecedented, and 
even if most of them only want to be there because visiting 
Salons has become a fashion, nevertheless, the number of serious 
art lovers is also growing. That is indicated, first of all, by the 
mass of new art publications, art journals and reproductions.*** 

Paris, which had long been the centre of social and literary life, 
now becomes the art capital of Europe and takes over in its 
totality the r61e played by Italy since the Renaissance in the 
artistic hfe of Western Europe. It is true that Rome continues to 
be the centre of the study of classical art, but Paris is the place 
where people go to study modern art.*** Parisian art life, which 
now keeps the whole educated world busy, gains its strongest 
impulse, however, from the art exhibitions which are by no 
means limited to the Salon, Exhibitions had been held in Italy 
and the Netherlands in earlier times, but it was only in seven¬ 
teenth- and eighteenth-centiuy France that they became an in¬ 
dispensable factor in artistic activity.*** It was only after 1675 
that art exhibitions were arranged regularly, that is to say, from 
the time when diminished state support forced French artists to 
look round for buyers. Only members of the Academy were 
allowed to exhibit in the Salon, non-academicians had to show 
their works to the public in the much less distinguished ‘Academy’ 
of the Guild of St. Luke or in the ‘Exposition de la Jeunesse’. 
These secessionist exhibitions did not become superfluous until 
the Revolution opened the Salon to all artists in the year 1791 
and artistic life, which had acquired its restless and stimulating 
character from them and from the many private, studio and 
pupils’ exhibitions, became more organized and healthy, though 
less lively and interesting. 

The Revolution meant the end of the dictatorship of the 
Academy and the monopolization of the art market by the court, 
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the aristocracy and high finance. The old ties which had stood in 
the way of the democratization of art were loosened; they 
vanished with rococo society and rococo culture. It is, however, 
by no means accurate to claim, as has been done so often, that all 
the strata of the public which had had the keys of culture in its 
hands and had represented ‘good taste’ disappeared overnight. 
As a result of the far-reaching participation of the middle class in 
artistic life long before the Revolution, there was a certain con¬ 
tinuity of development, in spite of the profound revulsion. It is 
true that an unprecedented democratization of artistic life took 
place, that is to say, not merely an enlargement but also a level¬ 
ling down of the public—even this tendency had begun, however, 
before the Revolution. In his Thoughts on Beauty and on Taste 
(1765), Mengs had already asserted that the beautiful is what 
appeals to the majority. The real change that came to light after 
the Revolution consisted in the fact that the old public repre¬ 
sented a class in which art fulfilled a direct function in daily 
life and was one of those forms by means of which this class 
expressed, on the one hand, its aloofness from the lower classes 
of society and, on the other, its fellowship with the court and the 
monarch, whereas the new public developed into one of amateurs 
with aesthetic interests, for whom art became an object of free 
choice and changing tastes. 

After the Legislative Assembly had abolislied the privileges of 
the Academy as early as 1791 and bestowed on all artists the right 
to exhibit in the Salon, two years later the Academy itself was 
completely suppressed. The decree corresponded in the sphere of 
art to the abolition of feudal privileges and the realization of 
democracy. But this development had, like the corresponding social 
development, also begun before the Revolution. The Academy 
had always been regarded as the quintessence of conservatism 
by aU liberals; in reality, it had been, especially since the end 
of the seventeenth century, by no means so narrow-minded and 
inaccessible as it was represented to be. The question of admis¬ 
sion to membership was treated very liberally in the eighteenth 
century. That is a well-known fact. Only the limitation of the 
right to exhibit in the Salon to members of the Academy was 
strictly observed. But it was precisely against this practice that 
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REVOLUTION AND ART 

progressive artists under David’s leadership fought most bitterly 
of all. The Academy was dissolved abruptly, but it was much 
more difficult to find a substitute for it. As early as 1793, David 
founded the ‘Commune des Arts’, a free and democratic artists’ 
association without special groups, classes and privileged mem¬ 
bers. But owing to the subversive activities of the royalists in its 
midst, it had to be replaced in the very next year by the ‘Soci6t4 
populaire et republicaine des Arts’, the first truly revolutionary 
association whose duty it was to take over the functions of the 
suppressed Academy. It was, however, in no sense an Academy 
but a club of which anyone could become a member with¬ 
out regard to position and calling. In the same year the ‘Club 
revolutionnaire des Arts’ arose to which, amongst others, David, 
Prudhon, Gerard and Isabey belonged and which, thanks to its 
famous members, enjoyed great prestige. All these associations 
were directly dependent on the ‘Committee for Public Instruc¬ 
tion’ and were under the aegis of the Convention, the Welfare 
Committee and the Paris Commune.^®* The Academy was sup¬ 
pressed, to begin with, merely as owner of the monopoly of ex¬ 
hibition, it continued to exercise its monopoly of instruction for 
some time and thereby preserved much of its influence.^®® Soon, 
however, its place was taken by the ‘Technical School for Paint¬ 
ing and Sculpture’ and art instruction began to be given in 
private schools and evening classes as well. In addition, drawing 
instruction was also introduced into the curriculum of the high 
schools {ecolcs centrales). Nothing, however, had probably con¬ 
tributed so much to the democratization of art education as the 
formation and extension of the museums. Until the Revolution 
those artists who were not in a position to undertake a journey 
to Italy had had little chance of seeing much of the works of the 
famous masters. They had mostly been kept in the private gal¬ 
leries of the king and the great collectors, and were not accessible 
to the general public. The Revolution changed all that. In 1792 
the Convention decided to create a museum in the Louvre. Here, 
in the immediate neighbourhood of the studios, young artists 
could henceforward daily study and copy the great works of art 
and here, in the galleries of the Louvre, they found the best 
completion of the teaching of their own masters. 
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After the 9 Thermidor the principle of authority was also 
gradually restored in the sphere of art and the Academy of Fine 
Arts was finally replaced by the IVth section of the Institute. 
Nothing is more characteristic of the undemocratic spirit in which 
the reform was carried through than the fact that the old Academy 
had 150, whereas the new one had only 22 members. Never¬ 
theless, David, Houdon and Gerard belonged to it and it soon 
regained its old authority. The whole body of artists revised its 
relation to the Revolution, of course, but it was never an entirely 
unifoi in relationship. Some artists were honest and sincere revo¬ 
lutionaries from the outset, and not only those, like David, who 
had his wife^s money to fall back on and did not have to worry 
about the momentary state of business on the art market, but 
also such men as Fragonard, who was financially ruined by the 
turn of events, and remained loyal to the Revolution all the 
same. It goes without saying that convinced anti-revolutionists 
were also to be found among artists, such as Mine Vigee-Lebrun, 
for instance, who left the country with her high-born clientfele. 
Most of them were, however, on the right as well as on the left, 
merely fellow-travellers who sided with the emigres or the revo¬ 
lutionaries according to the way they judged their chances. 
Artists as a whole saw themselves profoundly menaced by the 
Revolution, to begin with; the emigration robbed them of their 
w ealthiest and most competent buyers, i®® The number of emigres 
grew from day to day and the old art public that stayed behind 
w'as neither in a position nor in a mood to buy works of art. Most 
artists were exposed to dire privation at the outset, and thus it 
was no w^onder that they were not always able to feel enthu¬ 
siastic about the Revolution, If they, nevertheless, took up their 
stand on its side in such great numbers, then it was because they 
liad felt humiliated and exploited during the old rdgime, under 
which they had usually been regarded as domestic servants. The 
Revolution meant the end of this situation and it also brought 
them, after all, material compensation. For, apart from the 
government’s growing interest in art, the number of private per¬ 
sons interested also grew, and suddenly a new public existed with 
a lively interest in the work of famous artists. During the 
Revolution attendances at the Salon in no way diminished, in 
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fact, they increased. At auctions works of art soon readied just 
as high prices as before the Revolution, and under the Empire 
prices even rose considerably. The number of artists increased 
and critics complained that there were already too many artists. 
Artistic life had recovered quickly—^too quickly—from the shocks 
of the Revolution. The art machine was back to normal, before 
a new art had come into existence. The old institutions were 
revived, but those who revived them had no aesthetic criteria of 
their own and not even the courage to have them. That explains 
the artistic decadence of the post-revolutionary period, and the 
reason why it was another twenty years before romanticism 
could be realized in France. 


6. GERMAN AND WESTERN ROMANTICISM 

Nineteenth-century liberalism identified romanticism with 
the Restoration and reaction. There may have been a certain 
justification for this emphasis, especially in Germany, but in 
general it led to a false conception of the historical process. It was 
not corrected until scholars began to distinguish between Gei man 
and Western romanticism and to derive the one from reactionary 
and the other from progressive tendencies. The resulting picture 
certainly came much nearer to the truth but still contained a 
considerable simplification of the facts, for, from a political point 
of view, neither the one nor the other form of romanticism was 
clear and consistent. In the end a distinction was made, in accord¬ 
ance with the real situation, between an early and a later phase 
both in German and in French and English romanticism, a 
romanticism of the first and another of the second generation. 
It was ascertained that the development followed different direc¬ 
tions in Germany and Western Europe and that German romanti¬ 
cism proceeded from its originally revolutionary attitude to a 
reactionary standpoint, whereas Western romanticism proceeded 
from a monarchist-conservative point of view to liberalism. This 
account of the situation was intrinsically correct, but it did not 
prove to be particularly fruitful for the task of defining romanti¬ 
cism. The characteristic feature of the romantic movement was 
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not that it stood for a revolutionary or an anti-revolutionary, a 
progressive or a reactionary ideology, but that it reached both 
positions by a fanciful, irrational and undialectical route. Its 
evolutionary enthusiasm was based just as much on ignorance 
of the ways of the world as its conservatism, its enthusiasm for the 
‘Revolution, Fichte and Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister’ was just as 
ingenuous, just as remote from an appreciation of the real motives 
behind the historical issues, as its frenzied devotion to the Churcli 
and the Crown, to chivalry and feudalism. Perhaps events them¬ 
selves would have taken a different tiu-n, if the intelligentsia liad 
not, even in France, left it to others to think and act realisticalJy. 
Everywhere there was a romanticism of the Revolution, just as 
there w'as a romanticism of the Counter-Revolution and tlie 
Restoration. The Dantons and the Robespierres ^vere just as un¬ 
realistic dogmatists as the Chateaubriands and the de Maistres, the 
Goerres and Adam Muellers. Friedrich Schlogel was a romantic 
in his youth wdth his enthusiasm for Fichte, Wilhelm Meister 
and the Revolution, as he w'as in his old age with his enthusiasm 
for Metternich and the Holy Alliance. But Metternich himself w'as 
no romantic, despite his conservatism and traditionalism 5 he left it 
to the literary men to consolidate the mythos of historicism, legi¬ 
timism and clericalism. A realist is a man who knows when he is 
fighting for his owm interests and when he is making concessions 
to those of others; and a dialectician is one who is aware that 
the historical situation at any given moment consists of a com¬ 
plex of different irreducible motives and tasks. Despite all his 
appreciation of the past, the romantic judges his own time 
unhistorically, undialectically; he does not grasp that it stands 
midway betw'een the past and the future and represents an 
indissoluble conflict of static and dynamic elements. 

Goethe’s definition, according to which romanticism embodies 
the principle of disease—a verdict that is hardly to be accepted 
in the way it wras meant—^gains a new significance and a new 
confirmation in the light of modern psychology. For, if romanti¬ 
cism, in fact, sees only one side of a total situation fraught with 
tension and conflict, if it always considers only one factor in the 
dialectic of history and stresses this at the expense of the other, 
if, finally, such a one-sidedness, such an exaggerated, over- 
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compensating reaction, betrays a lack of spiritual balance, then 
romanticism can rightly be called ‘diseased’. Why should one 
exaggerate and distort things, if one does not feel disturbed and 
frightened by them? ‘Things and actions are what they are, and 
the consequences of them will be what they will bej why then 
should we wish to be deceived?’ says Bishop Butler, and thereby 
gives the best description of the serene and ‘healthy’ eighteenth- 
century sense of reality with its aversion to all illusion, i** From 
this realistic point of view, romanticism always seems a lie, a 
self-deception, which, as Nietzsche says in reference to Wagner, 
‘does not want to conceive antitheses as antitheses’, and shouts 
the loudest about what it doubts the most profoundly. The escape 
to the past is only one form of romantic unreality and illusionism 
—there is also an escape into the future, into Utopia. What the 
romantic clings to is, in the final analysis, of no consequence, the 
essential thing is his fear of the present and of the end of the 
world. 

Romanticism was not only of epoch-making importance, it 
was also aware of its importance. It represented one of the 
most decisive turning points in the history of the European mind, 
and it was perfectly conscious of its historical r61e. Since the 
Gothic, the development of sensibility had received no stroQger 
impulse and the artist’s right to follow the call of his feelings and 
individual disposition had probably never been emphasized with 
such absoluteness. The rationalism that had been steadily pro¬ 
gressing since the Renaissance, and was given a position of 
dominating importance in the whole civilized world by the 
enlightenment, suffered the most painful setback in its history. 
Never since the dissolution of the supernaturalism and tradi¬ 
tionalism of the Middle Ages had reason, alertness and sobriety 
of mind, the will to and the capacity for self-control, been spoken 
of with such contempt. ‘Those who restrain desire do so because 
theirs is weak enough to be restrained’—as is said even by Blake, 
who was in no sense in agreement with the uncontrolled 
emotionalism of a Wordsworth. Rationalism, as a principle of 
science and practical affairs, soon recovered from the romantic 
onslaught, but European art has remained ‘romantic’. Romanti¬ 
cism was not merely a universal European movement, seizing one 
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nation after another and creating a universal literary language 
which was finally just as intelligible in Russia and Poland as 
in England and France, it also proved to be one of those trends 
which, like the naturalism of the Gothic or the classicism of the 
Renaissance, have remained a lasting factor in the development 
of art. There is, in fact, no product of modern art, no emotional 
impulse, no impression or mood of the modern man, which does 
not owe its delicacy and variety to the sensitiveness which 
developed out of romanticism. The whole exuberance, anarchy 
and violence of modern art, its drunken, stammering lyricism, its 
unrestrained, unsparing exhibitionism, is derived from it. And 
this subjective, egocentric attitude has become so much a matter 
of course for us, so absolutely inevitable, that we find it im¬ 
possible to reproduce even an abstract train of thought without 
talking about our feelings. The intellectual passion, the fervour 
of reason, the artistic productivity of rationalism have been so 
completely forgotten that we are only able to understand classical 
art itself as the expression of a romantic feeling. ‘Seals les roman- 
tiques savent lire les ouvrages classiques, parce qu’ils les lisent 
comme ils ont ite ecrits, romaiitiquement,’ says Marcel Proust.^’* 
The whole nineteenth century was artistically dependent on 
romanticism, but romanticism itself was still a product of the 
eighteentli century and never lost the consciousness of its transi¬ 
tional and historically problematical character. Western Europe 
had gone through several other—similar and more serious— 
crises, but it had never had so much the feeling of having reached 
a turning point in its development. This was by no means the 
first time that a generation had taken a critical attitude to its own 
historical background and rejected the traditional patterns of 
culture, because it w^as unable to express its own outlook on life 
in them. Previous generations had had the feeling of growing 
old and the desire for renewal, but to none had it occurred to 
make a problem of the meaning and raison <Vitre of its own 
culture and to ask whether it was entitled to its own frame of 
mind and whethei it represented a necessary link in the total 
chain of human culture. The romantic feeling of rebirth was by 
no means new; the Renaissance had already experienced it and 
even the Middle Ages had toyed with ideas of renewal and visions 

656 



GERMAN AND WESTERN ROMANTICISM 

of resurrection of which ancient Rome had been the theme. But 
no generation had had such a strong awareness of being the heir 
and descendant of previous ages, none had had so decidedly the 
desire simply to repeat and to awaken to new life a past age and a 
lost culture. The romantics are constantly searching for remin¬ 
iscences and analogies in history and they derive their greatest 
inspiration from ideals which they believe have already been 
realized in the past. Their relationship to the Middle Ages does 
not completely correspond, however, to the classicistic sense of 
antiquity, since classicism simply takes the Greeks and Romans 
as an example, whereas romanticism always has the feeling of 
M^ja vecu’ in connection with the past. It remembers past time 
as if it were a previous existence. But this feeling by no means 
proves that romanticism had more in common with the Middle 
Ages than classicism had with classical antiquity—it proves 
rather the contrary. ‘When a Benedictine studied the Middle 
Ages’, we read in a recent and very clever analysis of romanti¬ 
cism, ‘he did not ask himself how it could be of service to him and 
whether people lived happier and more pious lives in the Middle 
Ages. As he himself stood within a continuity of faith and 
ecclesiastical organization, he could take up a more critical att itude 
to religion than a romantic living in a century of revolution, in 
which all faith had been shaken and laid open to question.’^’® It 
is unmistakable that the romantic experience of history gives 
expression to a psychotic fear of the present and an attempt to 
escape into the past. But no psychosis has ever been more fruitful. 
Romanticism owes it its historical sensitivity and clairvoyance, its 
feeling for relationships, however remote and however difficult 
to interpret. Without this hypersensitiveness, it would hardly 
have succeeded in restoring the great historical continuities of 
culture, in marking the boundary between modern culture and 
classical antiquity, in recognizing in Christianity the great divid¬ 
ing line in the history of the West and discovering the common 
‘romantic’ nature of all the individualistic, reflective, problema¬ 
tical cultures derived from Christianity. 

Without the historical consciousness of romanticism, without 
the constant questioning of the meaning of the present, by which 
the thinking of the romantics was dominated, the whole histori-^ 
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cism of the nineteenth century and one of the deepest revolutions 
in the history of the human mind would have been inconceiv¬ 
able. In spite of Heraclitus and the Sophists, the nominalism of 
scholastic philosophy and the naturalism of the Renaissance, the 
dynamic approach of capitalism and the progress of historical 
science in the eighteenth century, the world-view of the West 
had been essentially static, Parmenidean and unhistorical until 
the advent of romanticism. The most important factors in human 
culture, the principles of the natural and supernatural world 
order, the laws of morality and logic, the ideals of truth and 
right, the destiny of man and the purpose of social institutions, 
had been regarded as fundamentally unequivocal and immutable 
in their significance, as timeless entelechies or as innate ideas. In 
relation to the constancy of these principles, all change, all 
development and differentiation had appeared irrelevant and 
ephemeral^ everything that occurred in the medium of historical 
time seemed to touch merely the surface of things. Only from the 
time of the Revolution and the romantic movement did the 
nature of man and society begin to appear as essentially evolu¬ 
tionistic and dynamic. The idea that we and our culture are 
involved in eternal flux and endless struggle, the notion that our 
intellectual life is a process with a merely transitory character, is 
a discovery of romanticism and represents its most important 
contribution to the philosophy of the present age. 

It is a well-known fact that the ‘historical sense’ was not only 
alive and astir in the pre-romantic movement, but was a motive 
force in the intellectual development of the time. We know that 
the enlightenment produced not merely historians like Montes¬ 
quieu, Hume, Gibbon, Vico, Winckelmann and Herder and 
emphasized the historical as opposed to the revealed source of cul¬ 
tural values, but that it already had an inkling of the relativity of 
these values. In any case, it was a familiar notion in the aesthetics 
of the time that there are several equivalent types of beauty, that 
the conceptions of beauty are just as varie d as the physical con¬ 
ditions of life and that ‘a Chinese god has just as stout a belly as 
a mandarin’.i’^ But, in spite of these insights, the philosophy of 
history of the enlightenment was based on the idea that history 
reveals the unfolding of an immutable Reason and that the 
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development of history moves towards a fixed goal discernible 
from the very beginning. The unhistorical character of the 
eighteenth centuiy was not, therefore, expressed in a lack of 
interest in history or a failure to recognize the historical character 
of human culture, but in the fact that it misunderstood the 
nature of historical development and thought of it as a straight¬ 
forward continuum.Friedrich Schlegel and Novalis are the 
first to recognize that historical relationships are not of a logical 
nature and that ‘philosophy is fundamentally anti-historical’. 
Above all, the insight that there is such a thing as historical 
destiny, and that ‘we are precisely who we are, because we look 
back on a particular kind of past history’, is an achievement of 
romanticism. Thoughts of this kind and the historicism they 
reflect were absolutely alien to the enlightenment. The idea that 
the nature of the human mind, of political institutions, of law, 
language, religion and art are understandable only on the basis 
of their history, and that historical life represents the sphere in 
W'hich these structures become incarnate in the purest and most 
substantial form, would have been simply untliinkable before the 
romantic movement. Where this historicism led to, however, is 
seen most strikingly perhaps in the paradoxically exaggerated 
formulation which Ortega y Gasset has given to it: ‘Man has no 
nature, what he has is history.’^’® That sounds by no means 
encouraging at first sight; but here, too, we are confronted, as in 
the whole romantic movement, with an ambivalent approach 
midway between optimism and pe.ssimism, activism and fatalism, 
and which can be claimed by both. 

With the hermeneutic art of romanticism, its eye for histori¬ 
cal affinities and its sensitiveness to the problematical and disput¬ 
able in history, we have also inherited its historical mysticism, its 
personification and mythologization of hi.storical forces, in brief, 
the idea that historical phenomena are nothing but the functions, 
manifestations and incarnations of independent principles. This 
mode of thinking has been called, very illuminatingly and ex¬ 
pressively, an ‘emanatistic logic’,^’^ and attention has thereby 
been drawn not merely to the abstract conception of history but, 
at the same time, to the often unconscious metaphysic that such 
a method involves. According to this logic, history appears as a 

659 



ROCOCO, CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM 

sphere dominated by anonymous powers, as a substratum of 
higher ideas, which are only incompletely expressed in the indivi¬ 
dual historical phenomena. And this Platonic metapJiysic finds 
expression not only in the already out-of-date romantic theories 
of the folk-spirit, the folk epic of national literatures and Chris¬ 
tian art, but even in the still current concept of the ^artistic 
intention’ (Kunstwollen). For even Riegl is, to some extent, 
under the influence of the romantics and their pneumatic con¬ 
ception of history. He imagines the artistic approach of an epoch 
as if it were an active person obtaining recognition for his purposes 
often against the strongest resistance, and sometimes succeeding 
without the knowledge, 'even against the will, of his supporters. 
He regards the great historical styles as independent individuals, 
unexchangeable and incomparable, living or dying, going under 
and being replaced by another style. The concept of the liistory of 
art as the contiguity and succession of such stylistic phenomena, 
the value of which resides in their individuality and which 
have to be judged by their own standards, is in some respects the 
purest example of the romantic view with its personification of 
historical forces. In reality, the most significant and comprehen¬ 
sive creations of the human spirit are hardly ever the result 
of a deliberately willed, straightforward development direclCM.! 
towards a final goal from the very outset. Neitlier the Homeric 
epic and the Attic tragedy, nor the Gothic style of architecture 
and the art of Shakespeare, represent the realization of a uniform 
and clear-cut artistic purpose, but are the chance result of special 
needs, conditioned by time and place, and of a whole series of pre¬ 
existing, often extraneous and inadequate means. They are, in 
other words, the product of gradual technical innovations, leading 
away from the original aim as often as they approach it, of 
motifs derived from the passing moment, sudden whims and 
individual experiences, which sometimes have no connection at 
all with the underlying artistic problem. The theory of the 
‘artistic intention’ hypostasizes as a leading idea what is, in fact, 
the final result of a thoroughly incoherent and heterogeneous 
development. But even the doctrine of the ‘history of art without 
names’ is, precisely because it excludes real personalities as in¬ 
fluential factors from the development of art, only a form of this 
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hypostasis, in which historical forces are personified. The history 
of art thereby acquires the character of a process following its 
own inner principle, and no more tolerating the success of in¬ 
dependent artistic personalities than, shall we say, an animal 
body the emancipation of its single organs. If one intends— 
finally—to imply by historical materialism that nothing but the 
quality of the actual means of production is expressed in cultural 
structures, and that economic reality reigns in history just as 
absolutely as, according to the idealistic interpretation of the 
romantics, Riegl, and Woelfflin, the ‘artistic intention’ or the 
‘immanent formal law’, then one is still romanticizing and 
simplifying what is in reality a much more complex process, and 
making of historical materialism a mere variant of the emanatistic 
logic of history. The real meaning of historical materialism, and 
at the same time, the most important advance of the philosophy 
of history since the romantic movement, consists rather in the 
insight that historical developments have their origin not in 
formal principles, ideas and entities, not in substances which 
unfold and produce in the course of history mere ‘modifications’ 
of their fundamentally unhistorical nature, but in the fact that 
historical development represents a dialectical process, in which 
every factor is in a state of motion and subject to constant change 
of meaning, in which there is nothing static, nothing timelessly 
valid, but also nothing one-sidedly active, and in which all 
factors, material and intellectual, economic and ideological, are 
bound up together in a state of indissoluble interdependence, 
that is to say, that we are not in the least able to go back to any 
point in time, where a historically definable situation is not 
already the result of this interaction. Even the most primitive 
economy is already an organized economy, which does not, how¬ 
ever, alter the fact that, in our analysis of it, we must start with 
the material preconditions, which, in contrast to the forms of 
intellectual organization, are independent and comprehensible in 
themselves. 

Historicism, which was connected with a complete reorienta¬ 
tion of culture, was the expression of deep existential changes, 
and corresponded to an upheaval which shook the very founda¬ 
tions of society. The political revolution had abolished the old 
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barriers between the classes and the economic revolution had in¬ 
tensified the mobility of life to a previously inconceivable degree. 
Romanticism was the ideology of the new society and the expres¬ 
sion of the world-view of a generation which no longer believed in 
absolute values, could no longer believe in any values without 
thinking of their relativity, their historical limitations. It saw 
everything tied to historical suppositions, because it had experi¬ 
enced, as part of its own personal destiny, the downfall of the old 
and the rise of the new culture. The romantic awareness of the 
historicity of all social life was so deep that even the conservative 
classes were able to produce only historical arguments to justify 
their privileges, and based their claims on seniority and the fact 
of being firmly rooted in the historical culture of the nation. But 
the historical world-view was by no means the creation of con¬ 
servatism, as has repeatedly been asserted; the conservative 
classes merely appropriated it to themselves and developed it in a 
special direction and one opposite to its original purpose. The 
progressive middle class saw in the historical origin of social 
institutions evidence against their absolute validity, wdiereas 
the conservative classes, who, in their endeavour to justify their 
privileges, had nothing to appeal to but their ‘historical rights’, 
their age and their priority, gave historicism a new meaning— 
they disguised the antithesis betw^een historicity and supra-tem- 
poral validity, and created in its stead an antagonism between the 
product of historical grow1:h and steady evolution, on the one 
hand, and the individual, rational, reform is tact of volition, on the 
other. The antithesis here was not between time and timeless¬ 
ness, history and absolute being, positive law and natural law, 
but between ‘organic development’ and individual arbitrariness. 

History becomes the refuge of all the elements of society at 
variance with their own age, whose intellectual and material 
existence is threatened; and the refuge, above all, of the intelli¬ 
gentsia, which now feels disillusioned in its hopes and tricked out 
of its rights, not only in Germany but also in the countries of 
Western Europe. The lack of influence on political developments, 
which had hitherto been the fate of the German intellectuals, 
now becomes a European-wide fate shared by intellectuals in 
general. The enlightenment and the Revolution had encouraged 
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the individual to cherish exorbitant hopesj they had seemed to 
promise the unrestricted reign of reason and the absolute author¬ 
ity of writers and thinkers. In the eighteenth century, writers 
were the intellectual leaders of the Westj they were the dynamic 
element behind the reform movement, they embodied the ideal 
of personality by which the progressive classes were guided. The 
upshot of the Revolution changed all that. They were now made 
responsible by turns for the Revolution having done too much 
and too little, and were in no way able to maintain their prestige 
in this period of stagnation and mental eclipse. Even when they 
were in agreement with the prevailing forces of reaction and 
were serving them faithfully, they felt none of the satisfaction 
enjoyed by the ‘philosophes’ of the eighteenth century. Most of 
tliem saw themselves condemned to absolute ineffectiveness and 
had the feeling of being quite superfluous. They took refuge in 
a past which they made the place where all their dreams and 
wishes came true and from which they excluded all the tensions 
between idea and reality, the self and the world, the individual 
and society. ‘Romanticism is rooted in the torment of the world, 
and so one will find a people the more romantic and elegiac, the 
more unhappy its condition is’ says a liberal critic of German 
romanticism.The Germans were probably the most unhappy 
people in Europe; soon after the Revolution, however, no 
Western people—or at least the intelligentsia of no people—felt 
comfortable and secure in its own land. The feeling of homeless¬ 
ness and loneliness became the fundamental experience of the 
new generation; their whole outlook on the world was influenced 
by it. It assumed innumerable forms and found expression in a 
whole scries of attempts to escape, of which turning to the past 
was merely the most pronounced. The escape to Utopia and the 
fairy tale, to the unconscious and the fantastic, the uncanny and 
the mysterious, to childhood and nature, to dreams and madness, 
were aU disguised and more or less sublimated forms of the same 
feeling, of the same yearning for irresponsibility and a life free 
from suffering and frustration—all attempts to escape into that 
chaos and anarchy against which the classicism of the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries had fought at times with alarm and 
anger, at others with grace and wit, but always with the same 
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determination. The classicist felt himself to be master of reality; 
he agreed to be ruled by others, because he ruled himself and 
believed that life can be ruled. The romantic, on the other hand, 
acknowledged no external ties, was incapable of committing him¬ 
self, and felt himself to be defencelessly exposed to an overwhelm¬ 
ingly powerful reality; hence his contempt for and simultaneous 
deification of reality. He either violated it or surrendered himself 
to it blindly and unresistingly, but he never felt equal to it. 

Whenever the romantics describe their outlook on art and 
the world, the word or the idea of homelessness creeps into their 
sentences. Novalis defines philosophy as ‘home-sickness’, as the 
‘urge to be at home in all places’, and the fairy tale as a dream 
of ‘that homeland which is everpvhere and nowhere’. He praises 
in Schiller all ‘that is not of this earth’ and Schiller himself calls 
the romantics ‘exiles pining for a homeland’. That is why they 
speak so much of wandering, wandering aimlessly and endlessly, 
of the ‘blue flow'er’ which is unattainable and is to remain un¬ 
attainable, of the solitude that one seeks and shuns, of the infinity 
which is nothing and everything. ‘Mon coeur desire tout, il veut 
tout, il contient tout. Que mettre a la place de cet infini qu’exige 
ma pensee . . . ?’—we read in Senancour’s Obermann, But it is 
clear that this ‘tout’ contains nothing and this ‘infini’ is to be 
found nowhere. A longing for home and a longing for what is far 
off—these are the feelings by which the romantics are torn 
hither and thither; they miss the near-at-hand, suffer from their 
isolation from men, but, at the same time, they avoid other men 
and seek zealously for the remote, the exotic and the unknown. 
They suffer from their estrangement from the world, but they 
also accept and desire it. Thus Novalis defines romantic poetry as 
‘the art of appearing strange in an attractive way, the art of 
making a subject remote and yet familiar and pleasant’, and he 
asserts that everything becomes romantic and poetic, ‘if one 
removes it in a distance’, that everything can be romanticized, 
if one ‘gives a mysterious appearance to the ordinary, the dignity 
of the unknown to the familiar and an infinite significance to 
the finite’. ‘The dignity of the unknown’—what sensible man 
would have uttered such nonsense a generation or even only a 
few years before! People had spoken of the dignity of reason, of 
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knowledge, of common sense, of wise and sober matter-of-fact- 
ness, but who would have dreamt of talking about the ‘dignity 
of the unknown’! They wanted to master the unknown and 
make it harmless^ to praise it and make it superior to man would 
have been intellectual suicide and self-destruction. Novalis here 
gives not merely a definition of the romantic, but also a recipe for 
‘romanticizing’; for the romantic is not content to be romantic, 
he makes romanticism an ideal and a policy for the whole of life. 
He not only wants to portray life romantically, he wants to adapt 
life to art and to indulge in the illusion of an aesthetic-Utopian 
existence. But this ‘romanticization’ means, above all, simplifying 
and unifying life, freeing it from the tormenting dialectic of 
all historical being, excluding from it all the indissoluble contra¬ 
dictions and mitigating the opposition which it offers to all 
romantic wish-fulfilment dreams and fantasies. Every work of art 
is a vision and a legend of reality, all art replaces actual life with 
a Utopia, but in romanticism the Utopian character of art is 
expressed more purely and more fully than elsewhere. 

The concept of ‘romantic irony’ is based essentially on the 
insight that art is nothing but autosuggestion and illusion, and 
that we are always aware of the fictitiousness of its representa¬ 
tions. The definition of art as ‘deliberate self-deception’^’® has its 
source in romanticism and in ideas like Coleridge’s ‘willing sus¬ 
pension of disbelief’.^®® The consciousness and deliberateness of 
this attitude are, however, still a characteristic of the classicistic 
rationalism which romanticism only gives up in the course of 
time and replaces with unconscious self-deception, with the 
anaesthesia and intoxicating of the senses, with the forgoing of 
irony and critical aloofness. The effect of the film has been com¬ 
pared to that of alcohol and opium, and the crowds staggering out 
from the cinemas into the dark night have been described as 
drunken narcotics, neither able nor willing to account for the state 
in which they find themselves. But this effect is not peculiar to 
the film; it has its origin in romantic art in general. Classicism, 
naturally, also desired to be stimulating and arouse feelings and 
illusions in the reader or the beholder—^what art has not desired 
to do sol—^but its representations were always in the nature of an 
instructive example, an analogy or a symbol full of implications. 

665 



ROCOCO, CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM 

The audience reacted not with tears, raptures and fainting fits 
but with reflections, fresh insights and a deeper understanding of 
man and his destiny. 

The post-revolutionary period was an age of general dis¬ 
appointment. For those who were only superficially connected 
with the ideas of the Revolution this disillusion began with the 
Convention, for the real revolutionaries with the 9 Therniidor. 
The first group gradually came to hate everything that reminded 
it of the Revolution, for the latter every new stage in the develop¬ 
ment only confirmed the treachery of their former confederates. 
But it was also a painful awakening for those for whom the dream 
of the Revolution had been a nightmare from the very beginning. 
To all of them the present age seemed to have become stale and 
empty. The intellectuals isolated themselves more and more from 
the rest of society, and the intellectually productive elements 
already lived a life of their own. The concept of the philistine and 
the ‘bourgeois’, in contrast to the ‘citoyen’, arose, and the curious 
and almost unprecedented situation came about that artists and 
writers were filled with hatred and contempt for the very class 
to which they owed their intellectual and material existence. For 
romanticism was essentially a middle-class movement, indeed, it 
was the middle-class literary school par excellence, the school 
which had broken for good with the conventions of classicism, 
courtly-aristocratic rhetoric and pretence, with elevated style and 
refined language. Despite its revolutionary trend, the art of the 
enliglitenment was still based on the aristocratic tastes of classi¬ 
cism. Not only Voltaire and Pope, but also Prevost and Marivaux, 
Swift and Sterne, were nearer to the se venteentli than to the nine¬ 
teenth century. Romantic art is the first to consist in the 4mman 
document’, the screaming confession, the open wound laid bare. 
When the literature of the enlightenment praises the bourgeois, 
it is always done merely in order to attack the upper classes $ the 
romantic movement is the first to take it for granted that the 
bourgeois is the measure of man. The fact that so many of the 
representatives of romanticism were of noble descent no more 
alters the bourgeois character of the movement than does the 
anti-philistinism of its cultural policy. Novalis, von Kleist, von 
Arnim, von Eichendorff and von Charnisso, Vicomte de Chateau- 
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briand, de Lamartine, de Vigny, de Musset, de Ronald, de 
Maistre and de Lamennais, Lord Byron and Shelley, Leopardi 
and Manzoni, Pushkin and Lermontov, were members of aristo¬ 
cratic families and manifested aristocratic views to some extent, 
but from the time of the romantic movement, literature was in¬ 
tended exclusively for the free market, that is to say, for a middle- 
class public. It was occasionally possible to persuade this public to 
accept political opinions contrary to its real interests, but it was no 
longer possible to present the world to it in the impersonal style 
and abstract intellectual patterns of the eighteenth century. The 
world-view that was really suited to it was expressed most clearly 
of all in the idea of the autonomy of the mind and the immanence 
of the individual spheres of culture, which had predominated in 
German philosophy since Kant and which would have been 
unthinkable without the emancipation of the middle class. 
Until the romantic movement the concept of culture had been 
dependent on the idea of the subordinate role of the human 
mind^ no matter whether the world-view of the moment hap¬ 
pened to be of an ecclesiastical-ascetic, a secular-heroic, or an 
aristocratic-absolutist nature, the mind had always been con¬ 
sidered a means to an end and had never seemed to pursue 
immanent aims of its own. It was only after the dissolution of the 
earlier ties, after the disappearance of the feeling of the absolute 
nullity of the mind in relation to the divine order and its relative 
nullity in relation to the ecclesiastical and secular hierarchy, that 
is, after the individual had been referred back to himself, that 
the idea of intellectual autonomy became conceivable. It was in 
harmony with the philosophy of economic and political liberalism, 
and remained current until socialism created the idea of a new 
obligation and historical materialism again abolished the auton¬ 
omy of the mind. This autonomy was, therefore, like the in¬ 
dividualism of romanticism, the result and not the cause of the 
conflict which shook the foundations of eighteenth-century 
society. Neither of these ideas was absolutely new, but this 
was the first time that the individual had been incited to revolt 
against society and against everything that stood between him 
and his happiness.^** 

Romanticism pushed its individualism to extremes as a com- 
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peiisation for tlie materialism of the world and as a protection 
against the hostility of the bourgeoisie and the philistines to the 
things of the mind. As the pre-romantics had already tried to do, 
the romantics proper wanted to create with their aestheticism 
a sphere withdrawn from tlie rest of the world in which they 
could reign unhindered. Classicism based the concept of beauty 
on that of truth, that is, on a universally human standard con¬ 
trolling tlie whole of life. But Musset turned Boileau’s words 
inside out and proclaimed: ‘Rien n’est vrai que le beau.’ The 
romantics judged life according to the criteria of art, because they 
wanted thereby to raise themselves as a new aristocracy above 
the rest of men 5 but the ambivalent attitude on which their 
whole world-view was based also found expression in their 
relationship to art. The Goethean problem of the nature of the 
artist continued to torment them^ art was looked upon, on the 
one hand, as an instrument of higher knowledge, of religious 
ecstasy, of divine revelation, but, on the other, its value in the 
practice of daily life w^as questioned. ‘Art is a seducing, forbidden 
fruit’—as Wackenroder had already said—‘whoever has once 
tasted its innermost, sweetest juice, is irretrievably lost for the 
active, living world. He creeps more and more closely into his 
ow^n little corner of pleasure . . .’ And: ‘That is the poison of art 
that the artist becomes an actor who regards the whole of life as 
a part, his stage as the model world and the kernel, and real life 
as the husk, as a miserable patched-up imitation.Schelling’s 
‘system of identity’ w^as just as much an attempt to overcome this 
contradiction as Keats’s message: ‘Beauty is truth, truth beauty.’ 
Nevertheless, aestheticism remains the basic characteristic of the 
romantic outlook, and Heine’s summing up of classicism and 
romanticism as the ‘art period’ (Kunstperiode) of German litera¬ 
ture is absolutely correct. 

Nothing presented itself to the romantics free from conflict¬ 
ing features 5 the problematical nature of their historical situation 
and the inner strife of their feelings is reflected in all their utter¬ 
ances. The moral life of humanity has taken place in conflicts 
from time immemorial; the more differentiated man’s social life 
has been, the more violent have been the clashes between the ego 
and the world, between instinct and reason, past and present. But 
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in romanticism these conflicts become the basic form of conscious¬ 
ness. Life and mind, nature and culture, history and eternity, 
solitude and society, revolution and tradition, no longer appear as 
logical correlatives or as moral alternatives, between which one 
has to choose, but as possibilities which one strives to realize 
simultaneously. They are not yet, however, set in dialectical 
opposition to one another, there is no search for a synthesis which 
would express their interdependence, they are merely experi¬ 
mented and played with. Neither idealism and spiritualism nor 
irrationalism and individualism reign unopposed; on the contrary, 
they alternate with an equally strong tendency to naturalism and 
collectivism. The spontaneity and consistency of philosophical 
attitudes has ceased; all that exist now are reflexive, critical, 
problematical attitudes, the antitheses of which are always pre¬ 
sent and capable of realization. The human mind has now lost 
even that last remnant of spontaneity which the eighteenth 
century was still able to call its own. The inner discord and 
ambivalence of spiritual relationships goes so far that it has been 
rightly asserted that the romantics, or at least the early German 
romantics, endeavoured to keep the ‘romantic’ itself at a distance 
from themselves.^** Friedrich Schlegel and Novalis, at any rate, 
tried to overcome all the sensitivity inside them and, for all their 
subjectivity and sensibility, to found their world-view on 
something solid and universally valid. That was, in fact, precisely 
the great, basic difference between pre-romanticism and romanti¬ 
cism, that the sentimentalism of the eighteentli centuiy was re¬ 
placed by a heightened sensibility, an enhanced ‘impression¬ 
ability of the heart and the soul’, and, although plenty of tears 
continued to be shed, emotional reactions began to lose their 
moral value and sank down to lower and lower cultural strata. 

The inner strife of the romantic soul is reflected nowhere so 
directly and expressively as in the figure of the ‘second self’ which 
is always present to the romantic mind and recurs in innumerable 
forms and variations in romantic literature. The source of this 
idie Jixe is unmistakable: it is the irresistible urge to introspec¬ 
tion, the maniacal tendency to self-observation and the com¬ 
pulsion to consider oneself over and over again as one unknown, 
as an uncannily remote stranger. The idea of thte ‘second self’ is, 
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of course, again merely an attempt to escape and expresses the 
inability of the romantics to resign themselves to their own 
historical and social situation. Tire romantic rushes headlong into 
his ‘double’, just as he rushes headlong into everything dark and 
ambiguous, chaotic and ecstatic, demonic and dionysian, and 
seeks therein merely a refuge from the reality which he is unable 
to master by rational means. On this flight from reality, he dis¬ 
covers the unconscious, that which is hidden away in safety from 
the rational mind, the source of his wish-fulfilment dreams and 
of the irrational solutions of his pi-oblems. He discovers that ‘two 
souls dwell in his breast’, that something inside him feels and 
thinks that is not identical with himself, that he carries his 
demon and his judge about with him—in brief, he discovers the 
basic facts of psychoanalysis. For him, the irrational has the in¬ 
estimable advantage of not being subject to conscious control, 
which is why he praises the unconscious, obscure instincts, 
dreamlike and ecstatic states of soul, and looks in them for the 
satisfaction which is not vouchsafed him by the cool, cold, critical 
intellect. ‘La sensibilitd n’est gufere la qualitd d’un grand genie 
. . . Ce n’est pas son coeur, c’est sa t6te qui fait tout’, as even a 
writer as late as Diderot saidj^*® now, on the other hand, every¬ 
thing is expected to come from the salto mortale of the reason. 
Hence the belief in direct experiences and moods, the surrender 
to the moment and the fleeting impression, hence that adoration 
of the ‘chance occurrence’ of which Novalis speaks. The more 
bewildering the chaos, the more radiant the star, it is hoped, that 
will emerge from it. Hence the cult of the mysterious and 
nocturnal, of the bizarre and the grotesque, the horrible and the 
ghostlike, the diabolical and the macabre, the pathological and the 
perverse. If one describes romanticism as ‘hospital-poetry’, as 
Goethe did, that is certainly to do it a great injustice, but a 
revealing injustice, even if one does not think just of Novalis and 
the aphorisms in which he says that life is a disease of the mind, 
and that it is disease that distinguishes man from the plants and 
animals. For the romantic disease is again only an escape from 
the rational mastery of the problems of life, and being ill only 
a pretext for withdrawing from the duties of daily routine. If one 
maintains that the romantics were ‘diseased’, one has not said 
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very muchj but the statement that the philosophy of disease con¬ 
stituted an essential element of their world-view implies a 
good deal more. For them disease represented the negation of the 
ordinary, the normal, the reasonable and contained the dualism 
of life and death, nature and non-nature, continuance and dis¬ 
solution, which dominated their whole conception of life. It 
meant the depreciation of everything sharply defined and abid¬ 
ing, and was in accordance with their hatred for all limitations, 
all solid and definite form. 

We know that Goethe had already spoken of the untruth and 
inadequacy of forms, and if we recall his saying, we shall under¬ 
stand why the French have always reckoned him among the 
romantics. But Goethe felt the restricted forms of art to be untrue 
only when measured against the concrete richness of life 5 the 
romantics, on the other hand, considered everything clear-cut 
and definite as intrinsically of less value than the open, unfulfilled 
possibility, on which they bestowed the characteristics of infinite 
growth, of the eternal movement, change and fertility of life. 
They regarded all solid forms, all unequivocal thoughts, all 
determinate utterance as dead and falser hence they inclined, 
despite their aestheticism, to disparage the work of art as a con¬ 
trolled and self-sufficient form. Their extravagances and arbitrari¬ 
ness, their mingling and combining of the arts, the improvised 
and fragmentary nature of their style, were merely symptoms of 
this dynamic approach to life, to which they owed all their genius, 
all their intensified sensibility and historical clairvoyance. Since 
the Revolution, the individual had lost all external supports; he 
was dependent on himself, had to seek for help within himself, 
and became an object of infinite importance and infinite interest 
to himself. He replaced experience of the world more and more 
with self-experience and finally came to feel that spiritual 
activity, the current of thoughts and feelings, the way leading 
from one spiritual state to another, is more real than external 
reality. He regarded the world merely as the raw material and 
substratum of his own experiences and used it as a pretext for 
talking about himself. ‘All the accidents of our life’, Novalis 
thought, ‘are materials out of which we can make what we like, 
everything is a link in an unending chain.’ Tliis imphes a 

671 



ROCOCO, CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM 

disparagement of both the beginning and the end of the stream of 
experience, of both the content and the form of the finished work 
of art. Tlie world becomes a mere occasion for spiritual move¬ 
ment, and art the accidental vessel in which the contents of 
experience achieve definition for a moment. There arises the 
mode of thought which has been called the ^occasionalism’ of 
romanticism^®®—the approach which dissolves reality into a series 
of unsubstantial, inherently undefinable occasions, into mere 
stimuli to intellectual creation, into situations which appar¬ 
ently exist simply in order that the subject may make sure of his 
ow'ii existence, of his owii substantiality. The more indefinite, 
iridescent, atmospherical and ‘musical’ the stimuli are, the more 
vigorously does the experiencing subject vibrate in response^ the 
more intangible, inconstant, unsubstantial the world appears, the 
stronger, freer and more autonomous will be the feeling of the 
individual fighting for authority. Only in a historical situation in 
which the individual was already free and dependent on himself, 
but still felt that he w^as menaced and endangered, could such 
an attitude arise. The whole ostentatious subjectivism, the irre¬ 
sistible urge to spiritual enlargement, the never satisfied, self- 
surpassing lyricism of the new art, can only be explained by this 
split of the ego. Romanticism cannot be understood unless one’s 
explanation of it is based on this dissension and on the over¬ 
compensations typical of the emancipated and disillusioned indivi¬ 
dual of the post-revolutionary period. 

The political conversion of romanticism in Germany from 
liberalism to the monarchist-conservative point of view, the 
opposite trend of development in France and in England, too, in 
a probably more complicated way, wavering between Revolution 
and Restoration, but on the whole in harmony with the French 
development, was possible only because romanticism had an 
equivocal relationship to the Revolution and was at all times 
ready to change over to the opposite of its previous attitude. 
German classicism had sympathized with the ideas of the French 
Revolution, and this affection became still deeper in German 
romanticism, which, as Haym and Dilthey have already noted, 
was never wholly unpolitical.^®’ It was only during the Napo¬ 
leonic Wars that the ruling classes succeeded in winning over 
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the romantics to the side of reaction. Until Napoleon’s invasion 
of Germany the conservative powers felt absolutely safe and were 
‘enlightened’ and tolerant in their own way 5 but now that with 
the victorious French army the institutions of the French Revolu¬ 
tion threatened to spread, they set to work to suppress every kind 
of liberalism, and fought against Napoleon, above all, as the 
exponent of the Revolution. The really progressively and in¬ 
dependently minded people, like Goethe, did not allow them¬ 
selves to be taken in by the anti-Napoleonic propaganda 5 but they 
formed only a vanishing minority of the middle class and the 
intelligentsia. The revolutionary spirit was always of a different 
character in Germany from what it was in France. The German 
poets’ enthusiasm for the Revolution was abstract and fact- 
distorting in its approach and no more did justice to the meaning 
of events than the thoughtless tolerance of the ruling classes. The 
poets thought of the Revolution as a great philosophical dis¬ 
cussion, the holders of power regarded it as a mere play that, 
in their opinion, could never become a reality in Germany. This 
lack of understanding explains the comjdete change that comes 
over the whole nation after the Wars of Liberation. The change 
of front of Fichte, the republican and rationalist, who suddenly 
sees the period of the Revolution as the age of ‘absolute sinful¬ 
ness’, is supremely tyjncal. The initial romanticization of the 
Revolution only brings about an all the more violent repudiation 
and results in the identification of romanticism with the Restora¬ 
tion. At the time when the romantic movement reached its really 
creative and revolutionary phase in the West, there was no 
longer a single romantic in Germany who had not transferred his 
allegiance to the conservative and monarchist camp.^®® 

French romanticism, which in its beginnings was an ‘dmigre 
literature’,^®® remained the mouthpiece of the Restoration until 
after 1820. It is only in the second half of the 20 ’s that it 
develops into a liberal movement formulating its artistic aims 
after the analogy of the political Revolution. In England romanti¬ 
cism is, as in Germany, pro-revolutionary, to begin with, and 
becomes conservative only during the war against Napoleon 5 
after the war years, however, it takes a fresh turn, and again 
approaches its earlier revolutionary ideals. Romanticism, there- 
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fore, finally turns against the Restoration and reaction both in 
France and England—and, indeed, much more decidedly than 
the course of political events themselves. For, although the liberal 
idea apparently gains the upper hand in the constitutions and 
institutions of the West, modern Europe, with its pro-capitalist 
economic policy, its militaristic-imperialistic monarchies, its 
centralistic-bureaucratic administrative systems, its rehabilitated 
Churches and state religions, is just as much the creation of the 
Restoration as it is of the enlightenment and it is equally justifi¬ 
able to see in the nineteenth century a period of opposition to the 
spirit of the Revolution as the triumph of the ideas of freedom 
and progress.^®® If the Napoleonic empire had already meant the 
dissolution of the individualistic ideals of the Revolution, the 
victory of the allies over Napoleon, the Holy Alliance and the 
Restoration of the Bourbons led to the final break with the 
eighteenth century and with the idea of basing state and society 
on the individual. But the spirit of individualism could no longer 
be displaced from the modes of thought and experience of the 
new generation; that explains the contradiction between the 
anti-liberal politics and the liberal artistic tendencies of the age. 

For the Restoration, Napoleon^s military adventure was 
nothing more than the counterpart to the political crime of 1789 
and the first Empire merely the continuation of lawlessness and 
anarchy. The monarchists regarded the whole revolutionary- 
Napoleonic epoch as a unity, as the consistent undermining of the 
old order, of the old hierarchy, of the old lights of property. And 
the Empire was, in spite of its reactionary tendencies, all the 
more dangerous, as it appeared to consolidate the achievements 
of the Revolution and to create a new state of equilibrium. In 
contrast to this whole revolutionary epoch, the Restoration meant 
the beginning of a new era. It rescued what there was to rescue, 
and tried to create an adjustment between what it was no longer 
possible to restore of the old institutions and what it was no longer 
possible to alter in the new. But in this respect, the Restoration 
was only the continuation of the Napoleonic period; it repre¬ 
sented the same antagonism between the principles of the 
Revolution and the ideas of the ancien regime —though with the 
diflFerence that Napoleon wanted to preserve as much as possible 
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of the achievements of the Revolution, whereas the Restoration 
wanted to undo them as much as possible. One must not under¬ 
estimate this difference, although the Restoration began by 
introducing a certain relaxation in the use of force which both 
the Revolution, always in danger of losing its life, and the 
Empire, threatened from left and right, were compelled to apply. 
There was, of course, no question of a renaissance of middle-class 
freedom, in contrast to Napoleon’s military dictatorships the 
semblance of one arose only because now, instead of individual 
persons, whole classes and groups were persecuted and pre¬ 
judiced, but within the framework of this class rule statutory 
freedom was considered to some extent. The Restoration was 
able to allow itself the luxury of being more tolerant than its 
predecessors. Reaction had triumphed in the whole of Europe 
and liberal ideas were losing their danger^ the peoples of Europe 
were tired of revolutionary and warlike undertakings and 
yearned for peace and quiet. A freer exchange of ideas than 
hitlierto became possible and it was no longer necessary to make 
the following of certain trends subject to sanctions, even though 
the political background of the various artistic approaches was 
perceived with great exactness. 

In France the romantics profess themselves legitimists and 
clericalists, to begin with, whereas the classical tradition in litera¬ 
ture is represented mainly by the liberals. Not all the classicists 
are liberal, but all the liberals are classicists.^®^ There is probably 
no other example in the history of art which makes it so clear 
that a conservative political disposition is directly compatible with 
a progressive artistic outlook, indeed, that conservatism and pro¬ 
gressiveness are, properly speaking, incommensurable in the two 
spheres. No understanding is possible between the classicistically- 
minded liberals and the romantic ‘ultras’, but amongst the legiti¬ 
mists there is a whole group of believers in the classicistic view of 
art, although, in contrast to the liberals, they have in mind not 
the classicism of the eighteenth century but that of the age of 
Louis XIV. In their fight against romanticism, however, the 
liberal and conservative classicists are in complete agreement; 
that is why the Academy rejects Lamartine, despite his con¬ 
servatism. Incidentally, the Academy no longer represents the 
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taste prevailing among tlie literary jmblic^ a large section of the 
reading public supports the romantics and, indeed, with a hitherto 
unknown fervour. The success of Chateaubriand’s Genic dii 
Christianisme was already unprecedented for a work of its kind, 
but never before or since has a small collection of IjTical poems 
been received with such enthusiasm as Lamartine’s Meditations. 
After the long stagnation of literature, there now begins a lively, 
extremely productive era, rich in unusual talents and successful 
works. To be sure, the reading public is not big, but it is a grateful 
public with a passionate interest in and enthusiasm for litera¬ 
ture. A relatively large number of books is bought, the press 
folloAvs literary events with the greatest attention, the salons 
open up again and celebrate the intellectual heroes of the day. 
As a result of the relatively high degree of freedom, a disintegra¬ 
tion of literary effort takes place and the homogeneous culture 
of the ‘grand sifecle’ gradually recedes into a mythical past. It is 
true that there had already been a quarrel between the ‘ancients’ 
and the ‘moderns’ in the seventeenth century, a conflict between 
the academic trend of Le Brun and the pictorial conception of art 
of his opponents, and in the eighteenth century there was the 
far more violent antagonism between the courtly rococo and 
bourgeois pre-romanticism, but during the whole of the ancien 
regime a fundamentally homogeneous taste had prevailed in art 
—an orthodoxy the enemies of which had always been regarded 
as dissidents and outsiders. There had never been, in a word, any 
real rivalry between artistic tendencies. Now, on the other hand, 
there are two equally strong groups, or at least, two groups 
enjoying equal prestige. Neither of the competing trends has an 
authoritarian character and dominates the intellectual dlite ex¬ 
clusively or overwhelmingly^ and even after the victory of 
romanticism there is no standard ‘romantic taste’ in the sense 
that there had been a normative classicistic taste. Certainly, no 
one escapes from its influence, but by no means everyone acknow¬ 
ledges it, and a fight begins against this taste in the camp of its 
own representatives almost simultaneously with its victory. The 
conflict between competing aesthetic tendencies is now just as 
characteristic a feature of artistic life as the intolerance of the 
public towards the new movements. In everything that it cannot 
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understand the bourgeoisie scents the presence of scorn and con¬ 
tempt and finally rejects innovations on principle. The dividing 
line between aesthetic orthodoxy and unorthodoxy is gradually 
obliterated and the distinction ultimately loses all its significance. 
Soon there are merely literary ‘parties’ and something approach¬ 
ing a democracy of literary life comes into being. The sociological 
innovation of romanticism is the politicization of art and not 
merely in the sense that artists and writers join political parties, 
but also that they carry on party politics within artistic life itself. 
‘Vous verrez qu’il faudra firiir par avoir une opinion’ are the 
melancholy words of an eclectic of the period'®® and Balzac 
characterizes thf3 situation in the Illusions perducs in the follow¬ 
ing terms: ‘Les royalistes sont romantiques, les liberaux classiques 
... Si vous etes eclectiques vous n’aurez personne pour vous.’ 
The unavoidable necessity of taking sides in the great controversy 
was seen quite accurately by Balzac, only the situation was some¬ 
what more complicated than he described it here. 

The most important representative of the ‘dmigre literature’ 
is Cliateaubriand. With Rousseau and Byron, he is one of the 
most influential forces in the moulding of the new romantic type 
and, as such, he plays an incomparably more important r61e than 
would be justified by the intrinsic value of his works. Like his 
predecessor and his successor, he is merely the exponent, not the 
sustainer and creator, of an intellectual movement, and enriches 
it only with a new form of expression, not wdth a new content of 
experience. Rousseau’s Saint-Preux and Goethe’s Werther were 
the first embodiments of the disillusion which seized men’s minds 
in the romantic era, Chateaubriand’s Rene is the expression of 
the despair into which this disillusion now develops. The senti¬ 
mentalism and melancholy of pre-romanticism was in accordance 
with the emotional condition of the bourgeoisie before the 
Revolution, the pessimism and weariness of life of the emigre 
literature is in accordance with the mood of the aristocracy after 
the Revolution. This mood becomes a universal European pheno¬ 
menon after the fall of Napoleon and gives expression to the 
feelings of all the upper classes. Rousseau still knew why he was 
unhappy 5 the complaints from which he suffered were modern 
culture and the inability of conventional social forms to meet his 
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spiritual needs. He imagined a quite concrete, though unrealiz¬ 
able, situation in which he would be cured of liis complaints. 
Rend’s melancholy, on the other hand, is indefinable. For him 
the whole of hfe has become meaningless^ he feels an infinite, 
exalted desire for love and fellowship, an everlasting yearning to 
embrace everything, to be embraced by everything; but he knows 
that this yearning is incapable of fulfilment and that his soul 
would still remain unsatisfied, if all his wishes could be fulfilled. 
Nothing is worth being desired, all striving and fighting is 
useless; the only sensible action is suicide. And the absolute 
separation of the internal and external world, of the poetry and 
prose of life, the solitude, the contempt for the world and the 
misanthropy, the um-eal, abstract, desperately egoistic existence, 
which the romantic natures of the new century lead, is already 
suicide. 

Chateaubriand, Mme de Stael, Senancour, Constant, Nodier, 
all stand alongside Rousseau and feel a marked dislike for Vol¬ 
taire. But most of them feel themselves in opposition only to the 
rationalism of the eighteenth century, not to that of the seven¬ 
teenth. Only because of this distinction does Chateaubriand 
succeed in combining his progressive view of art with his political 
conservatism, his royalism and clericalism, his enthusiasm for 
throne and altar. And only because romanticism feels its connec¬ 
tion with the more distant more strongly than with the more 
recent past, is it possible to explain why Lamartine, Vigny and 
Hugo remained loyal to legitimism for so long. The first signs of 
a change in their political views do not become apparent until 
about 1824. It is then that the first of the romantic coteries 
(‘cdnacles’) comes into being, the famous circle around Charles 
Nodier in the ‘Arsenal’, and it is not until then that the move¬ 
ment amalgamates into something in the nature of a school. The 
social framework within which eighteenth-century French litera¬ 
ture had developed was the salons, that is, the regular meetings 
of writers, artists and critics with members of the upper classes 
in the homes of the aristocracy and the upper middle class. These 
were closed circles, in which the manners of cultured society set 
the fashion and which, however many concessions were made to 
the way of life of the intellectual ‘stars’, preserved their ‘social’ 
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character. But the influence of the salons on literature was, for 
all the stimulation which they gave to the writers of the time, 
not directly creative. They constituted a forum to which most 
people submitted without question, a school of good taste and a 
tribunal which was called upon to decide the fate of literary 
fashions, but in no way a suitable milieu for the creative co¬ 
operation of a group. The ‘cenacles’ of the romantics are, in con¬ 
trast, friendly artistic gatherings, in which the ‘social’ element 
recedes very much into the background, above all because in 
every case they are formed round a particular artist and are 
much less strictly closed than even the most liberal salons. Here not 
only is every writer, artist and critic, who is prepared to join the 
movement, welcome, but sympathetic members of the public are 
also admitted. It is true that this open-mindedness and inter¬ 
mingling impairs the scholastic character of the movement, but 
it in no way prevents the development of a homogeneous concep¬ 
tion of art and of a common art policy. In contrast to earlier 
groupings, tlie circle in which literaiy life now develops is no 
centreless party, as in eighteenth-century France, nor a club or 
a coffee-house, as in England, but a group assembled round a 
personality, whom the group regards as its master, and whose 
autliority it acknowledges unconditionally, though not always 
within the terms of a definite master-disciple relationship. This 
is the first time in the history of modern literature that the form 
of a school exerts a decisive influence on the course of events. 
This form is known neither to the seventeenth nor to the 
eighteenth century, although it would have been more in accord¬ 
ance with the normative character of classical literature. 
Romanticism, on the other hand, develops, in spite of or perhaps 
precisely because of the problematical validity of its artistic 
principles, a school with a strictly formulatable and teachable 
doctrine. In the age of classicism, the whole of French literature 
formed one great school, one uniform taste prevailed in the 
whole of France 5 the dissidents and rebels represented much 
too atomized a group to join forces within the framework of a 
common programme. But now that French literature has become 
the battleground of two great and almost equal parties, now that 
the example of political life induces writers to formulate party 
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programmes and rouses in them the desire for a leader, now that, 
finally, the artistic aims of the new trend are still so unclarified 
and contradictory that they have to be summarized and codified, 
now the time for the founding of literary schools has arrived. 

In France the romantic movement was more in the nature 
of a literary school than in Germany, where the classical ideal in 
art had never been realized so purely, where the romantics still 
very largely continued to follow the cultural ideals of classicism 
and where even the outlook of classicism was to some extent 
romantic in character. At any rate, the party structure of literary 
life was much less marked than in France and, consequently, the 
grouping of writers according to literary ‘schools’ was also less 
pronounced. In England, where the distinction between classi¬ 
cism and romanticism had become pointless since the second half 
of the eighteenth century, because there was, so to say, nothing 
but romantic literature, no literary school of any kind was formed 
and no personality with the authority of an acknowledged master 
appeared on the scene.Even the French ‘cenacles’, however, 
are often no more than literary cliques kept together only by a 
common jargon and seem from outside to be a conspiracy and 
from inside a jealous troop of actors. They are, indeed, often 
merely warlike sects or heated debating societies, for whom 
doctrine is more important than practice and being different from 
one another more interesting than mutual adaptation. Neverthe¬ 
less, both in France and Germany the romantic movement is 
marked by a deep conception of community and a strong tendency 
towards collectivism. The romantics spend their lives in a fellow¬ 
ship of mutual philosophizing, writing, criticizing and discussion; 
they find the deepest meaning in life in the relationships of love 
and friendship; they found periodicals, publish year-books and 
anthologies, deliver lectures and hold courses, make propaganda 
for themselves and for one another; try, in a word, to work 
together in a community, even though this symbiotic urge is 
only the reverse side of their individualism and the compensation 
for their loneliness and rootlessness. 

The amalgamation of the French romantics into a homo¬ 
geneous group takes place at the same time as public opinion 
takes a turn to liberalism. About 1824 the Globe begins to strike 
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a new note and tliat is also the date of the first regular meetings 
in the ^Arsenal’. The leading romantics, above all Lamartine and 
Hugo, are, it is true, still loyal supporters of the Church and the 
Throne, but romanticism ceases from being exclusively clerical 
and monarchistic. The real change does not occur, liowever, until 
1827, when Victor Hugo writes the famous Preface to his Crom¬ 
well and propounds tlie thesis that romanticism is the liberalism 
of literature. In this year, too, the pictures of the leading romantic 
painters are seen in the Salon for the first time in greater numbers^ 
besides tw^elve paintings by Delacroix, representative works of 
Deveria and Boulanger are exhibited. The public is confronted 
with a broad, compact movement, which seems to be embracing 
tlie whole intellectual life of the country and to be securing com¬ 
plete and final victory for romanticism. Tlie composition of the 
new ‘cenacle’ around Victor Hugo is in accordance with this 
quality of universality and he is regarded from now on as the 
master of the romantic school. The writers Deschamps, Vigny, 
Sainte-Beuve, Dumas, Musset, Balzac, the painters Delacroix, 
Deveria, Boulanger, the graphic artists Johannot, Gigoux, Nan- 
teuil and the sculptor David d’Angers are among the regular 
guests in the rue Notre-Dame-des-Champs. To this circle Hugo 
reads aloud his dramas Marion Delorme and Hcrnani in 1829. 
It is true that the group is dissolved in the very same year, but the 
school continues. The movement becomes even more concen¬ 
trated and clarified, more and more radical and clear-cut. From 
the second ‘cenacle’ in Nodier’s home, which comes into being in 
1829, the still semi-classical elements already disappear entirely, 
whereas the plastic artists become regular members of the circle. 
The absolute unity of the movement, as well as its anti-bourgeois 
tendency, wliich gradually hardens into a dogma, are expressed 
most incisively in the last romantic ‘cenacle’ which gathers in 
the studios inhabited by Theophile Gautier, Gerard de Nerval 
and tlieir friends in the rue de Doyennd. This artists’ colony with 
its anti-philisitinism and its theory of ‘Part pour Part’ is the 
hot-house of modern bohemianism. 

The bohemian character with which romanticism is usually 
associated was by no means characteristic of the movement from 
the outset. From Chateaubriand to Lamartine, French romanti- 
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cism was represented almost exclusively by aristocrats, and if, 
after 1824, it no longer stood up unanimously for the monarchy 
and the Church, nevertheless, it remained to some extent aristo¬ 
cratic and clerical. Only very gradually does the leadership of the 
movement pass into the hands of the plebeians Victor Hugo, 
Theophile Gautier and Alexandre Dumas, and only shortly 
before the July revolution do the majority of the romantics 
change their conservative attitude. The emergence into promin¬ 
ence of the plebeian elements is, however, more a symptom 
than the cause of the political change. Formerly the middle-class 
writers adapted themselves to the conservatism of tlie aristocrats, 
whereas now' even the aristocratic Chateaubriand and Lamartine 
go over to the opposition. The ever-advancing restriction of per¬ 
sonal freedom under Charles X, the clericalization of public life, 
the introduction of the death penalty for blasphemy, the dis¬ 
solution of the Garde Nationale and the Chamber, government 
by decree, only accelerate the radicalizatioii of intellectual 
life. They only make more obvious what had already been un¬ 
mistakable since 1815, namely that the Restoration meant the 
definitive end of the Revolution. Men’s minds have now at last 
recovered from their post-revolutionary apathy and it was this 
change of mood which forced Charles X to take more and more 
reactionary measures, if he wanted to keep to the direction im¬ 
perative for a government based on anti-revolutionaiy elements. 
The romantics, wdio gradually became conscious of where 
the Restoration was really leading to, recognized at the same 
time that the wealthy bourgeoisie was the strongest support 
of the regime—a much stronger support than the old, partly 
dispossessed, disabled aristocracy. Their whole hatred, their 
whole contempt, was now heaped on the middle class. The 
avaricious, narrow-minded, hypocritical bourgeois became their 
public enemy No. 1 and, in contrast to him, the poor, honest, 
open-hearted artist struggling against all the humiliating ties and 
conventional lies of society appears as the human ideal par excel¬ 
lence. The tendency to remoteness from practical life with firm 
social roots and political commitments, which had been char¬ 
acteristic of romanticism from the very beginning and had 
become apparent in Germany even in the eighteenth century, 
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now becomes predominant everywherej even in the Western 
nations an unbridgeable gulf opens up between the genius and 
ordinary men, between the artist and the public, between art and 
social reality. The bad manners and impertinences of the 
bohemians, their often childish ambition to embarrass and pro¬ 
voke the imsuspecting bourgeois, their frantic attempt to dif¬ 
ferentiate themselves from normal, average men and women, 
the eccentricity of their clothes, their head-dress, their beards, 
Gautier’s red waistcoat and the equally conspicuous, though not 
always so dazzling masquerade of his friends, their free and easy 
and paradoxical language, their exaggerated, aggressively formu¬ 
lated ideas, their invectives and indecencies, all that is merely 
the expression of the desire to isolate themselves from middle- 
class society, or rather of the desire to represent the already 
accomplished isolation as intentional and acceptable. 

With the Jewie-Franee, as the rebels now call themselves, 
everj'thing revolves around their hatred for philistinism, around 
their contempt for the strictly regulated and soulless life of the 
bourgeoisie, around their fight against everything traditional and 
conventional, everything capable of being taught and learnt, 
everything mature and serene. The system of intellectual values 
is enriched by a new category: the idea of youth as more creative 
than and intrinsically superior to age. This is a new idea, alien, 
above all, to classicism, but to a certain extent to all previous 
cultures. There had naturally been a competition between the 
generations and victorious youth had been the power sustaining 
artistic developments in earlier ages. But youth had not triumphed 
simply because it was ‘young’; the general attitude to youth had 
been one rather of guarded prudence than of excessive con¬ 
fidence. It is not until the romantic movement that the idea 
prevails of regarding the ‘young’ as the natural representatives 
of progress, and not until the victory of romanticism over classi¬ 
cism that any mention is made of the fundamental injustice in 
the older generation’s attitude to youth.The emphasis on the 
unity of the arts is, incidentally, like this solidarity of youth, 
merely a symptom of the isolation of romanticism from the 
world of the inartistic philistine. Whilst the connection of belles- 
lettres with philosophy was stressed in the eighteenth century, 
S.H.A.—2 683 N— 2 
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literature is now described, quite consistently, as an ‘art’.^®® So 
long as the plastic artists had aspired to be reckoned as belonging 
to the upper middle class, they had underlined the similarity of 
their profession to that of the men of letters, but now writers 
themselves want to be different from the bourgeoisie and stress, 
therefore, their affinity to the craftsmanlike arts. 

The complacency and vanity of the romantics goes so far that, 
in contrast to their former aestheticism, which turned the poet 
into a god, they now turn God into a poet. ‘Dieu n’est peut-etre 
que le premier pobte du monde,’ says Gautier. Even the theory 
of T’art pour Part’, which is, however, an extremely complex 
phenomenon, and gives expression, on the one hand, to a libera], 
on the other, to a quietistic-conservative attitude, has its origin 
in the protest against bourgeois values. When Gautier stresses the 
pure formalism and play character of art, when he desires to free 
it from all ideas and all ideals, his supreme wish is to emancipate 
it from the dominion of the bourgeois order of life. When Taine 
once praised Musset at the expense of Hugo, Gautier is said to 
have remarked to him: ‘Taine, you seem to have fallen into 
bourgeois idiocy. Fancy demanding feeling from poetry! That’s 
not the main thing at all. Radiant words, words of light, full of 
rhythm and music, that’s poetry.In the ‘Part pour Part’ of 
Gautier, Stendhal and Merimde, in their emancipation from the 
ideas of the time, in their programme of pursuing art as a sove¬ 
reign game and enjoying it as a secret paradise forbidden to 
ordinary mortals, opposition to tlic bourgeois world even plays a 
more important part than in the later ‘Part pour Part’, wdiose 
renunciation of all political and social activity is thoroughly 
welcomed b}^ the parvenu bourgeoisie. Gautier and his comrades 
in arms refused the bourgeoisie their help in the moral sub¬ 
jugation of society5 Flaubert, Leconte do Lisle and Baudelaire, 
on the other hand, promote the interests of the bourgeoisie by 
shutting themselves up in their ivory towers and not bothering 
any further about the course of the world. 

The romantics’ struggle to obtain control of the theatre, 
especially their fight for Victor Hugo’s Hcrnani^ w^as a war waged 
by the rue de Doyenne, the bohemians and youth. It did not in 
any sense end with a striking victory for the romantics j the 
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opposition had not disappeared overnight and it was a long time 
yet before it gave up its control of the most distinguished 
theatres in Paris. The movement’s fate no longer depended, 
however, on the reception of a play 5 as a stylistic trend, 
romanticism had long since conquered the world. The period 
about 1830 brings about a change only in so far as romanticism 
now becomes entirely politicized and allies itself with liberalism. 
After the July revolution, the intellectual leaders of the time 
abandon their passivity and many of tliem exchange a literary 
for a political career. But even the winters who, like Lamartine 
and Hugo, remain faithful to their literary profession, take a 
more active and direct part in political events than liitherto. 
Victor Hugo is no rebel, no bohemian, and is not directly con¬ 
cerned in the romantic campaign against the bourgeois. In his 
political development he treads rather the path of the French 
bourgeoisie. To begin with, he is a loyal adherent of tlie Bour¬ 
bons, then he takes part in the July revolution and is the devoted 
servant of the July monarchy, finally, he supports the aspirations 
of Louis Napoleon and becomes a radical republican only after 
the majority of the French bourgeoisie has already become liberal 
and anti-monarchistic. His relation to Napoleon is also merely 
in keeping with the changes in public opinion. In 1823 he is 
still an embittered opponent of Napoleon and curses his memory^ 
it is only around 1827 that he alters his attitude and begins to 
speak of the glory that is bound up for France with the name 
of Napoleon. Finally, he becomes the noisiest spokesman of 
the Bonapartism that represents such a queer mixture of naive 
hero-worship, sentimental nationalism and sincere, though not 
always consistently thought-out, liberalism. How extremely com¬ 
plex the motives of this movement are is best shown by the fact 
that such different spirits as Heine and Beranger are amongst its 
supporters and that it is based, on the one hand, on the genuine 
Voltairians and the heirs of the enlightenment, on the other 
hand, on the petty bourgeoisie that certainly has a tinge of 
Voltairianism about it, is anti-clerical and anti-monarchist but, 
at the same time, sentimental and inclined to build up legends. 
The fact that a single publisher, the famous Touquet, sells 
thirty-one thousand copies, that is, a million and six hundred 
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thousand volumes, of Voltaire’s works between 1817 and 1824,^*® 
is the most striking token of the renaissance of the enlightenment 
and a proof that the middle class constitutes an important contin¬ 
gent of the buyers. It is characteristic of this class that it acquires 
Voltaire’s collected works and sings the free-thinking, though 
intellectually and artistically not very exacting songs of Bdranger. 
These songs are heard everywhere, their refrains sound in every 
ear and, as has been said, they contribute more to the under¬ 
mining of the prestige of the Bourbons than all the other intellec¬ 
tual products of the age. It goes without saying that the middle 
class had had its songs in earlier ages: its table- and dancing- 
songs, its patriotic and political songs, its topical verses and street- 
ballads, which were in no respect more remarkable than the songs 
of B^ranger. But they led their life outside ‘literature’ and 
exercised no more than a superficial influence on the poets of the 
cultured classes. The Revolution not only introduced a much 
richer production in this popular genre, but also promoted the 
infiltration of the taste which it expressed into the literature of 
more fastidious circles. Victor Hugo’s development as a poet is 
the best example of the process by which literature assimilated 
this influence and shows with the greatest possible clarity the 
advantages and disadvantages which it involved. The patriotic 
poetry of later romanticism is just as inconceivable without 
Bdranger’s songs as is the romantic drama without the popular 
theatre. Victor Hugo even as a poet trod the boiargeois path; his 
lyrical style oscillated between the popular taste of the period of 
the Revolution and the lofty, ostentatious, pseudo-baroque 
approach of the Second Empire. Victor Hugo was in no sense a 
revolutionaiy", in spite of the conflicts which raged about him. 
Even the definition of romanticism as the liberalism of literature, 
as he formulated it, was no longer new; the idea occurs, before 
him, in Stendhal. The conformity between Hugo’s conception of 
art and the taste of the ruling middle class became more and more 
complete. They coincide, finally, in the cult of grandiosity, from 
which they were, in reality, both entirely remote, and in the 
fondness for a pompous, noisy, rapturous and highly emotional 
style of which there are still echoes in Rostand, for example. 

The most important achievement of the romantic revolution 
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was the renewal of the poetic vocabulary. The French literary 
language had become poor and colourless in the course of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth century, owing to the strict con¬ 
vention regarding permissible expressions and stylistic forms 
recognized as ‘correct’. Everything that sounded commonplace, 
professional, archaic or provincial was taboo. The simple, natural 
expressions used in everyday language had to be replaced with 
noble, choice, ‘poetic’ terms or artistic paraphrases. It was not 
considered correct to say ‘warrior’ or ‘horse’, but ‘heros’ and 
‘coursier’, it was not permitted to say ‘water’ and ‘storm’, one 
had to say ‘the damp element’ and ‘the raging of the elements’. 
The conflict about Hernani broke out, as is well known, over 
the passage; ‘Est-il minuit?’—‘Minuit bientot.’ That sounded too 
commonplace, too direct, too listless. Stendhal thought that the 
answer should have run: 


‘ . . . I’heure 

Atteindra bientot sa dcrnifere demeure’. 

The advocates of the classical style knew quite well, however, 
what the fundamental issue was. Victor Hugo’s language was 
really nothing newj it was, in fact, the language of the boulevard 
theatres. But the classicists were merely concerned with the 
‘purity’ of the literary theatre; they did not bother themselves 
about the boulevards and the entertainment of the masses. So 
long as an elevated theatre and cultivated writing existed, it was 
possible confidently to disregard what was happening on the 
boulevards, but once it was permitted to speak from the stage of 
the Thddtre-Frangais as one chose, then there was no longer any 
recognizable difference between the various cultiiral and social 
strata. Since Corneille, tragedy had been the representative 
literary genre; one made one’s ddbut as a poet with a tragedy 
and reached the pinnacle of fame as a tragic poet. Tragedy and 
the literary theatre were the domain of the intellectual ^lite; as 
long as it remained inviolate, people were still able to feel them¬ 
selves the heirs of the ‘grand siScle’. What was at stake now, 
however, was the invasion of the literary theatre by a drama based 
on the popular theatre, which was indifferent to the psycho¬ 
logical and moral problems of classical tragedy and was more 
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concerned to seek, in tlieir stead, for exciting actions, pictui-esque 
scenery, piquant characters and highly coloured descriptions of 
sentiments. The fate of the theatre was a topic of daily conversa¬ 
tion 5 the antagonists in both camps knew very well that they 
were fighting for the conquest of a key position. Owing to his 
theatrical temperament, his mania for the theatre, his loud and 
demonstrative nature and his feeling for the popular, the trivial, 
the brutally effective, Victor Hugo was the born exponent, 
though not entirely the motive power in the struggle for this 
position. 

RomanLicism found a very complex situation in the theatre 
when it anived on the scene. The popular stage, as the heir of 
the old mime, the medieval farce and the commedia dclVarlc^ had 
been displaced by the literarj’^ theatre in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth century. During the Revolution, ho^vever, popular 
productions received a new impulse and again took possession of 
some of the Paris theatres witli forms which still owed a good 
deal to the influence of the literary drama. It is true that in the 
Comedie-Frangaise and the Odeon the tragedies and comedies of 
Corneille, Racine and Molifere, and the works of writers who had 
either adapted themselves to the classical tradition and the court 
taste or had kept to the literary principles of the domestic drama, 
continued to be performed. In the theatres of the boulevards— 
in the Gymnase, the Vaudeville, the Ambigu-Comique, the 
Gaiete, the Varietes and the Nouveautds—on the other hand, 
plays were performed which were in accordance with the taste 
and cultural level of the broader masses. Contemporary records 
report in detail on the change that came over the tlieatre public 
during and immediately after the Revolution and stress the lack 
of artistic pretensions and culture in the ranks of society that now 
filled the Paris theatres. The new public is made up for the most 
part of soldiers, workers, shop-assistants and youngsters of whom, 
as one of our sources remarks, hardly a third are able to write.^®® 
And this auditorium dominates not merely the plebeian theatres 
of the boulevards but, at the same time, threatens the existence 
of the distinguished literary theatres, by absorbing the better 
public, so that the actors of the Comddie-Frangaise and the Oddon 
play before empty houses. 2 ®® 
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At the time of tlie first Empire, the Restoration and the July 
monarchy the following genres arc represented in the repertoire 
of the Paris theatres: (1) The ^comedie en 5 actes et en vers\ which 
represents the literary genre par excellence and is intended, as 
such, for the Comedie-Fran§aise and the Odeon (as, for example, 
Ducis’s Othello), (2) The ^comedie de moeurs en prose\ that is to 
say, the play of manners, which, as the heir of the domestic drama, 
occupies a more modest position, but still enjoys sufficient pres¬ 
tige to be performed in the leading theatres (example: Scribe’s 
Mariage d^argent). (3) The ^drame en prose\ that is to say, the 
sentimental drama that likewise originates in the domestic drama, 
but stands on a lower level of taste than the ‘comedie de moeurs’ 
(example: Bouilly’s UAhhe et Vepee). (4) The ^comedie historiqiie\ 
whicli no longer treats historical events and personalities as 
examples to be followed, but as curiosities, and desires rather a 
review of spectacular scenes than a homogeneous dramatic process 
(examples are manifold: they embrace, from Merirnee’s Cromwell 
to Vitet’s BarricadeSy all the experiments to which Dumas’s 
Henri III owes its origin). (5) The ^vaudeville\ that is, the 
musical comedy, or more exactly the comedy with songs inter¬ 
polated, which is to be reckoned among the direct predecessors 
of the operetta (to this category belong most of the plays of vSeribe 
and his collaborators). (6) ^melodrame\ a mixed form which 
shares its musical accessories with the vaudeville, but its serious 
and often tragic plot with the other lowly genres, especially with 
the sentimental drama and the historical show-piece. 

The enormous productivity in the popular genres, particu¬ 
larly in the two last-named, and the gradual displacement of the 
literarily more pretentious drama is to be explained, along with 
the fact that the Revolution opened the theatres to the broad 
masses of the people and that the success of the plays performed 
was determined by these classes, above all by the influence of the 
censorship on the development of the repertoire. The censorship 
of Napoleon and the Restoration prevented questions of the day 
and the manners of the ruling class being discussed and described 
in the serious literary drama. The farce, the musical comedy and 
the melodrama, on the other hand, enjoyed more freedom, 
because they were not taken so seriously and were not considered 
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worth bothering about. In the boulevard theatres no obstacles 
were put in the way of the ruthless description of manners and 
conditions which was forbidden in the Comedie-Fran^aise; this 
was the source of the attraction of these theatres both for the 
playwrights and the public. ^ The most important and interest¬ 
ing dramatic forms of the age are, from the historical point of 
view, the vaudeville and the melodrama; they represent the real 
turning point in the history of the modern stage and form the 
transition between the dramatic genres of classicism and romanti¬ 
cism. Through them the theatre regains its character, catering 
for entertainment, its bustle, its direct appeal to the senses and 
its obviousness. Of the two, the melodrama has the more complex 
structure and the more ramified pedigree. One of its many pre¬ 
decessors is the monologue delivered with musical accompani¬ 
ment, the original form of the hybrid genre that one still comes 
across in the programmes of amateur performances and the first 
well-known example of which w’^as Rousseau’s Pygmalion (1775). 
This is the starting point of the revival of the dramatic recitation 
with musical accompaniment—an intrinsically very old form. 
Another, technically much more fertile, source of the ‘mtjlo- 
drame’ is the domestic drama of de la Chaussee, Diderot, Mercier 
and Sedaine, that had become very popular with the low^er classes 
since the Revolution, owing to its maudlin and moralizing 
nature. But the most important prototype of the melodrama is 
the pantomime. The ^pantomimes historiques ct romanesques\ as 
they are called, first appear in the last third of the eighteenth 
century. They begin by treating mythological and fairy-tale sub¬ 
jects, such as Hercules and Omphale^ The Sleeping Beauty and 
The Iron Mask, but later on contemporary themes as well, such 
as the Bataille du Gdneral Hoche. These pantomimes usually 
consist of agitated and .stormy scenes put together revue fashion 
without organic coherence or di'amatic development, and aim at 
creating situations in which the mysterious and miraculous 
element, ghosts and spirits, dungeons and graves play a leading 
part. In the course of time short explanatory notes and dialogues 
are inserted into the single scenes and in this way they develop 
during the Revolution into the curious ^pantomimes dialogudes 
and, finally, into the ^melodrame h grand spectacle^ that gradu- 
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ally loses both its showpiece-like character and its musical 
elements, and becomes the play of intrigues which is of funda¬ 
mental importance in the history of the theatre in the nineteenth 
century. The most important influence exerted on the melo¬ 
drama in this transformation is that of the thrillers of Mrs. 
Radcliffe and her French imitators. This is the source not only of 
its Grand Gidgnol-WkB effects but also of its criminalistic touch. 

All these influences, however, only result in the modification 
and amplification of the kernel of the melodramatic form, the 
kernel itself is the conflict of the classical drama. The melodrama 
is nothing but the tragedy popularized, or, if one likes, corrupted. 
Pixerdcourt, the chief representative of the genre, is perfectly 
aware of the affinity of his art with the popular theatre, he is 
merely mistaken in assuming that there is an historical continuity 
and essential likeness between the melodrama and the mime.*®* 
He recognizes the real continuity between the medieval 
mysteries, the pastoral play, Molifere’s art and the mime, but he 
overlooks the fundamental difference between the genuinely 
popular nature of the mime and the derived character of the 
literary theatre that has sunk to the level of the broad strata of 
tlie urban public. The melodrama is anything but a spontaneous 
and naive art; it follows rather the sophisticated formal principles 
of the tragedy, acquired in the course of a long and consistent 
development, even though it reflects them in a coarsened style 
lacking the psychological subtleties and poetic beauties of the 
classical form. On the purely formal plane, the melodrama is the 
most conventional, schematic and artificial genre imaginable— 
a canon into which new', spontaneously invented, naturalistically 
straightforward elements can hardly find an entry. It has a 
strictly tripartite structure, with a strong antagonism as the 
initial situation, a violent collision and a denouement represent¬ 
ing the triumph of virtue and the punishment of vice, in a word, 
an easily understood and economically developed plot; with the 
priority of plot over characters; with sharp figures: the hero, 
persecuted innocence, the villain and the comic;®®* with the 
blind and cruel fatefulness of events; with a strongly emphasized 
moral, which, owing to its insipid, conciliatory tendency based 
on reward and punishment, is not in accordance with the moral 
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character of tragedy, but shares with it a high, albeit exaggerated, 
solemnity. The melodrama betrays its dependence on tragedy 
above all in its observation of the three unities, or at least in its 
tendency to take them into consideration. Pixerecourt allows a 
change of scene to take place between two acts, but the jump is 
never a painfial one and he does not introduce a change of scene 
within one and the same act until Charles-lc-Temeraire (1814). 
On the other hand, he apologizes for it in a note the text of which 
is extremely revealing of his classicistic disposition: ‘'Phis is the 
fii’St time that I have allow'ed myself this infringement of the 
rules,’ he avers. On the w'hole, Pixerecourt preserves even the 
unity of time; in his plays everything usually takes place w’ithin 
twenty-four hours. It is not until 1818 that he introduces a new 
method in his Fille de Vexile ou liuit rnois en deux hcurcs, but, 
here again, he apologizes for it.^®* In contrast to these char¬ 
acteristics of the melodrama, the mime consisting of a naturalistic 
commonplace scene, or a loose sequence of such scenes, has no 
stereotyped plot reducible to a fixed pattern, no typical or extra- 
ordinar}' characters, no rigid moral, no idealized style differing 
from colloquial language. All that the melodrama has in common 
w'ith the mime is the drive of its scenes and the crudeness of its 
effects, the lack of discrimination in its choice of means and the 
popular character of the motifs; otherwise it keeps to the stylistic 
ideal of classical tragedy. Obviously, the strict conventionality of 
a form is in itself by no means the sign of a higher purpose. 

The modern species of the mime is not the melodrama but 
the vaudeville, which with its episodic plot divided into separate 
scenes, its interpolated songs, its popular types taken from daily 
life, its fresh, piquant, apparently spontaneous style, is much 
nearer to the old popular theatre than the melodrama, in spite 
of the literary influences which it by no means lacks. The period 
between 1815 and 1848 displays an unprecedented fertility in this 
genre, to which, apart from the numerous remedies by Scribe, 
an endless number of small, light, amusing plays and playlets 
belong. One can only get an idea of the literary practitioners’ 
alarm at the extent and succe.ss of these productions by re¬ 
membering the reaction which accompanied the triumphant pro¬ 
gress of the film. During the Revolution and the Restoration, 
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comedy became exhausted, just as tragedy had already proved 
itself sterile in an earlier age. The vaudeville came forward as a 
corrupt, externalized form of comedy, just as the melodrama 
represented a corrupt, externalized form of tragedy. The vaude¬ 
ville and tlie melodrama did not mean the end of the drama, 
however, but rather its revival, for the romantic drama—^the 
form of Hugo’s Hernani or Dumas’s Antony —was nothing but 
the ‘melodrame parvenu’ and the modern drama of manners of 
Augier, Sardou and Dumas fils only a species of the vaudeville.'-*®® 
Between 1798 and 1814-, Pixerecourt wrote about a hundred 
and twenty plays, of which some were performed many thousands 
of times. Tlie melodrama dominated theatre life for three decades 
and its popularity did not abate until after 1850, when the level 
of public taste began to rise and the crudities of the plays, their 
lack of logic, the insufficiency of their motivation and unnatural 
language, were felt to be more and more upsetting. The romantics 
had a weakness for the melodrama, however, not only on account 
of their hostility to the consei'vative strata of the cultured public, 
but also because, owing to their less prejudiced outlook, they 
showed more understanding for the unliterary, purely theatrical 
qualities of this genre. Charles Nodier at once declared himself an 
enthusiastic supporter of the melodrama and called it ‘la seule 
tragedie populaire qui convienne a notre epoque’^^®® and Paul 
Lacroix described Pixerecourt as the dramatist who w^as the first 
to finish the process begun by Beaumarchais, Diderot, Sedaine 
and Mercier.2®’ The unprecedented success, the opposition of 
official circles, as well as the romantics’ own fondness for melo¬ 
dramatic effects, for shrill colours, crudely sensational situations, 
violent accents, all this contributed to the preservation in the 
romantic drama of so many of the most characteristic features of 
the plebeian theatre. But romanticism only received back from 
the melodrama what had belonged to it from the very beginning, 
what had been contained in the bud in pre-romanticisrn and 
the ‘Storm and Stress’ and liad been taken over by the theatre 
partly from English tales of horror, partly from German penny- 
dreadfuls, novels of brigandage and chivalry. The common 
elements between the romantic theatre and the melodrama are, 
above all, the sharp conflicts and violent clashes, tlie involved, 
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adventurous, bloody and brutal plot; the predominance of miracle 
and chance, the sudden, usually unmotivated twists and turns, 
the unforeseen encounters and recognitions, the constant alter¬ 
nation of tension and relaxation; the violent, irresistibly brutal 
tricks, the assaults on the audience by the horrible, the uncanny 
and the demonic; the ready-made mechanical development of the 
plot, the disguises and deceptions, the conspiracies and traps; 
finally, the coups de tkddtre and stage requisites, without which a 
romantic drama is quite inconceivable: the arrests and seductions, 
the kidnappings and rescues, the attempts to escape and the 
assassinations, the corpses and coffins, the cellars and tombs, the 
castle-towers and dungeons, the daggers, swords and poison 
phials, the rings, amulets and family heirlooms, the intercepted 
letters, lost wills and stolen secret contracts. Romanticism was 
certainly not very fastidious, but one has only to think of Balzac, 
the greatest and, from the point of view of taste, most problemat¬ 
ical Avriter of the century, to realize how narrow and, in the long 
run, unimportant the aesthetic criteria of classicism had become. 

The development of the theatre in the direction of popular 
taste was not, however, expressed so much in the mere existence 
of the melodrama but in the good conscience with which Pixerd- 
court offered his wares for sale. He considered the romantics’ 
plays bad, false, immoral and dangerous, and was profoundly 
convinced that his pretentious rivals had neither so much heart 
nor so much feeling of moral responsibility as he.*®* On this point 
Faguet comments quite rightly that one must believe in trash, to 
produce good, successful trash. D’Ennery, for example, was a 
better writer and a more intelligent person than Pixerecourt, but 
he wrote his melodramas Avithout conviction, purely and simply 
to make money Avith them, and thus he did not even succeed in 
Avriting good melodramas.*®* Pixerecourt, on the other hand, 
believed in his mission and protested that he had not had any¬ 
thing to do with the rise of the wicked romantic drama. But the 
romantics owed him, first of all, their feeling for the require¬ 
ments of the stage and their contact with the broader masses of 
the public. They owed him the part they jdayed in the develop¬ 
ment of the ‘pifece bien faite’, and the whole nineteenth century 
owed him the rebirth of the living popular theatre, that certainly 
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lacked discrimination and was often trivial in comparison with 
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but prevented the 
development of the drama into mere literature. It was part of the 
fate of this century that every time the poetic element came into 
its own in the drama, its entertainment value, its theatrical 
effectiveness and the immediacy of its appeal threatened to 
wither. Even in the romantic movement the two elements came 
into conflict and their antagonism prevented either the stage 
success or the poetic perfection of the drama. Alexandre Dumas 
inclined to the good sturdy play, Victor Hugo to the linguistically 
overwhelming dramatic poem, and their successors were con¬ 
stantly faced with the same choice 5 it was not until Ibsen that 
the two antithetical tendencies were harmoniously resolved, and 
then only for a time. 

England had its political revolution in the seventeenth cen¬ 
tury, its industrial and artistic revolution a century later; whilst 
the great war between classicism and romanticism was raging in 
France, hardly anything of the classical tradition survived in 
England. English romanticism developed more continuously, 
more consistently and met with less public resistance than French 
romanticism; its political evolution was also more homogeneous 
than the corresponding movement in France. To begin with, it 
was absolutely liberal and thoroughly well disposed towards the 
Revolution; it •was only the war against Napoleon which led to 
an understanding between the romantics and the conservative 
elements and only after his fall that liberalism became pre¬ 
dominant in romantic literature once again. The earlier 
uniformity, however, never returned. There was no desire to 
forget so soon the ‘lessons’ learnt from the Revolution and the 
rule of Napoleon, and many former liberals, among others the 
members of the Lake School, remained anti-revolutionary. Walter 
Scott was and remained a Tory; Godwin, Shelley, Leigh Hunt 
and Byron, on the other hand, represented the radicalism that 
was predominant in the younger generation. English romanti¬ 
cism had its origins essentially in the reaction of the liberal 
elements to the Industrial Revolution, whereas French romanti¬ 
cism arose from the reaction of the conservative classes to the 
political revolution. The connection between romanticism and 
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pre-romanticism was much closer in England than in France 
where the continuity between the two movements was com¬ 
pletely disrupted by the classicism of the revolutionary period. In 
England the same relation existed between romanticism and the 
successful completion of the Industrial Revolution as between 
pre-romanticism and the preparatory stages of the industrializa¬ 
tion of society. Goldsmith’s Deserted Village^ Blake’s ^Satanic 
Mills’ and Shelley’s ^Age of Despair’ are all the expression of an 
essentially identical mood. The romantics’ enthusiasm for nature 
is just as unthinkable without the isolation of the town from the 
countryside as is their pessimism without the bleakness and 
misery of the industrial cities. They realize perfectly what is 
going on and are acutely aware of the significance of the trans¬ 
formation of human labour into a mere commodity. Southey and 
Coleridge see in periodical unemployment the necessary con¬ 
sequence of uncontrolled capitalist production and Coleridge 
already stresses the fact that, in accordance with the new concep¬ 
tion of work, the employer buys and the employee sells some¬ 
thing that neither of them has the right to buy or sell, namely 
‘the labourer’s health, life and well-being’. 

After the end of the struggle against Napoleon, England finds 
herself, if in no sense exhausted, at least weakened and intellectu¬ 
ally bewildered—in a condition especially calculated to make the 
middle class aware of the problematical bases of its existence. The 
younger romantics, the generation of Shelley, Keats and Byron, 
are the leading influences in this process. Their uncompromising 
liurnanism is their protest against the jx)licy of exploitation and 
oppression^ their unconventional way of life, their aggressive 
atheism and their lack of moral bias are the different modes of 
their struggle against the class that controls the means of exploita¬ 
tion and suppression. Even in its conservative representatives, 
Wordsworth and Scott, the English romantic movement is to 
some extent a democratic movement, airning at the j)opulariza- 
tion of literature. Wordsworth’s aim above all to bring poetic 
diction nearer to everyday language is a characteristic symptom 
of this popularizing tendency, even though the ‘natural’ poetic 
diction which he uses is, in reality, no more spontaneous than 
the older literary language which he renounces because of its 
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artiiiciality. If it is less learned, its subjective psychological pre- 
supposilions are all the more complicated. And as for the enter¬ 
prise of describing himself and his own intellectual development 
in a poem the length of the Homeric epics, it certainly represents 
a revolutionary experiment compared with the objectivity of 
the older literature and is just as typical of the new subjectivism 
as, for instance, Goethe’s Dichturig urid W^ahrheit^ but the ‘popu¬ 
larity’ and ‘naturalness’ of such an undertaking is more than 
doubtful. In liis essay on Wordsworth, Matthew Ai nold remarks, 
in speaking of certain of the poet’s inadequacies, that it goes 
without saying that even Sliakespeare has his weak passages, but 
if one should call him to account for them in the Elysian Fields, 
he would certainly reply that he was perfectly aware of them. 
‘After all’—he would add smilingly—‘what is the harm in letting 
oneself go occasionally!’ In contrast, the modern poet’s concentra¬ 
tion on his own ego is bound up with a humourless over-estima¬ 
tion of every personal utterance, with the appreciation of the 
tiniest detail according to its expressive value and the loss of that 
unconcerned facility with which the older poet simply let his 
lines flow on. 

For the eigliteenth century, poetry was the expression of 
ideas^ the meaning and purpose of poetic images was the explana¬ 
tion and illustration of an ideal content. In romantic poetry, on 
the other hand, the poetic image is not the result but the source 
of ideas.2i^ The metaphor becomes productive and we feel as 
though language were making itself autonomous and were com- 
jx)sing of its own accord. The romantics abandon themselves to 
language without resistance ajid give expression in this way, too, 
to their anti-rationalistic conception of art. The origin of Cole¬ 
ridge’s Kubla Khaii may have been an extreme case 5 but it was, 
at any rate, symptomatic. The romantics believed in a transcen¬ 
dental, world-pervading spirit as the source of poetic inspiration 
and identified it with the spontaneous creative pow er of language. 
To allow oneself to be controlled by it w^as considered by them 
to be the sign of the highest artistic genius. Plato had already 
spoken of the ‘enthusiasm’, of the divine inspiration of poets, and 
the belief in inspiration had always appeared on the scene when¬ 
ever i)oets and artists had wanted to give themselves the appear- 
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ance of a priestly caste. But this was the first time that inspiration 
had ever been regarded as a self-kindling flame, as a light that 
has its source in the soul of the poet himself. The divine origin of 
inspiration was, therefore, now a piu-ely formal, not a substantial 
attribute^ it brought nothing into the soul that was not already 
there. Thus both principles, the divine and the individual, were 
preserved—and the poet became his own god. 

Shelley’s ecstatic pantheism is the classical example of this 
self-deification. It lacks all trace of self-forgetting devotion and 
any sign of readiness to obliterate the self before a higher being. 
The absorption of the self in the universe is now the expression 
of a desire to dominate, not a willingness to be dominated. The 
world ruled over by poetry and the poet is considered tlie higher, 
purer, more divine world, and the divine itself seems to have no 
other criteria than those derived from poetry. It is true that 
Shelley’s world-view, wholly in accordance with that of Friedrich 
Schlegel and German romanticism, is based on a mylhologyj but 
not even the poet himself believes in this mytliology. Metaphor 
now becomes myth and not the other w^ay round, as with the 
Greeks. This mythologizing is again merely an instrument of 
flight from ordinaiy, common, soulless reality—a bridge to the 
poet’s own spiritual depths and sensibility. It is only a means 
whereby the poet can come to himself. The myths of classical 
antiquity arose from a sympathy and a genuine relationship with 
reality^ the mytholog)’^ of the romantics arises from its ruins and 
to some extent as a substitute for reality. Shelley’s cosmic vision 
revolves around the idea of a great, world-embracing conflict 
between the good and the evil principle and represents the 
monumentalization of the political antagonism which constitutes 
the poet’s deepest and most decisive experience. His atheism is, 
as has been said, more a revolt against God than a denial of Godf 
he is fighting an oppressor and a tyrant.Shelley is the born 
rebel, who sees in everything legitimate, constitutional and con¬ 
ventional the work of a despotic will and for whom oppression, 
exploitation and violence, stupidity, ugliness and mendacity, 
kings, the ruling classes and the Churches, form a single compact 
power with the God of the Bible. The abstract, indefinite char¬ 
acter of this conception best shows how similar English and 
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German poets had become. The anti-revolutionary hysteria has 
poisoned the intellectual atmosphere in which the English writers 
of the eighteenth century had freely developed their abilities; the 
intellectual manifestations of the period take on an unreal, world- 
shunning and world-denying character which was absolutely 
alien to earlier English literature. The most gifted poets of 
Shelley’s generation are not appreciated by the public;*^® they 
feel homeless and they take refuge abroad. This generation is 
doomed in England as well as in Germany or Russia; Shelley and 
Keats are worried to death by their age just as mercilessly as 
Hoelderlin and Kleist or Pushkin and Lermontov. Ideologically, 
too, the result is the same ever 3 rwhere: idealism in Germany, 
‘Part pour Part’ in France, aestheticism in England. Everywhere 
the struggle ends with a turning away from reality and the 
abandonment of any effort to change the structure of society. In 
Keats this aestheticism is ah'eady accompanied by a profound 
melancholy, by a mourning for the beauty that is not life, that 
is, indeed, the negation of life, the negation of a life and reality 
which are everlastingly separated from the poet, the lover of 
beauty, and which remain beyond his grasp, like everything 
ingenuous, natural and purely instinctive. This is a foreshadow¬ 
ing of Flaubert’s renunciation, the resignation of the last great 
romantic, who knew only too Avell that the price of poetry is life. 

Of all the famous romantics, Byron exerts the deepest and 
most far-reaching influence on his contemporaries. But he is by 
no means the most original of them, he is merely the most 
successful in the formulation of the new ideal of personality. 
Neither the ‘mal du sibcle’ nor the proud and lonely hero 
marked by destiny, in other words, neither of the two basic 
elements of his poetry, is his own original intellectual property. 
The BjTonic Welischmerz has its source in Chateaubriand and 
the French dmigrd literature, the Byronic hero in Saint-Preux 
and Werther. The incompatibility of the moral claims of the 
individual with the conventions of society had already been part 
of the new concept of man defined by Rousseau and Goethe, and 
the portrayal of the hero as an eternally homeless wanderer, 
doomed by his own unsociable nature, is already to be found in 
Senancour and Constant. But in these authors the estrangement 
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of the hero was still combined with a certain feeling of guilt and 
manifested itself in a complicated, inconsistent relationship to 
society^ it is only in Byron that it becomes transformed into open, 
unscrupulous mutiny, into a self-righteous, self-pitying, doleful 
indictment of man. Byron externalizes and trivializes the spiritual 
problem of romanticism; he makes a social fashion of the spiritual 
disintegration of his time. Through him romantic restlessness 
and aimlessness becomes a plague, the disease of the century’; 
the feeling of isolation develops into a resentful cult of solitude, 
the loss of faith in the old ideals into anarchic individualism, 
cultural weariness and ennui becomes a flirtation with life and 
death. Byron bestows a seductive charm on the curse of his 
generation and turns his heroes into exhibitionists who openly 
display their wounds, into masocliists who publicly load them¬ 
selves with guilt and shame, flagellants who torment themselves 
with self-accusations and pangs of conscience and confess botli 
their evil and their good deeds with the same intellectual pride 
of ownership. 

The Byronic hero, this late successor of the knight-errant, 
who is just as popular and almost as hardy as the liero of the 
novels of chivalry, dominates the whole literature of the nine¬ 
teenth century and still haunts the crime and gangster films of 
our own time. Certain features of the type are extremely old, 
that is to say, at least as old as the picaresque novel. For the out¬ 
law, who declares war on society and is a fearless enemy of the 
great and the mighty but a friend and benefactor of tlie weak and 
the poor, is already a familiar figure in this genre; he seems an 
unpleasantly rough customer from outside, but turns out to be 
true-hearted and generous in the end, a man whom only society 
has made into what he is. On the journey from Lazarillo di 
Tormes to Humphrey Bogart, the Byronic hero merely marks an 
intermediary station. Long before Byron, tlie rogue had become 
the restless wanderer setting out for the starry heights, the 
eternal stranger among men seeking but not finding his lost 
happiness on earth, the embittered misanthrope bearing his des¬ 
tiny with the pride of a fallen angel. All these features were 
already present in Rousseau and Chateaubriand—the only really 
new characteristics in the picture painted by Byron are the 
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demonic and narcissistic. The romantic hero whom Byron intro¬ 
duces into literature is a mysterious manj in his past there is a 
secret, an awful sin, a disastrous error or an irreparable omission. 
He is an exile—every one feels it, but no one knows what is 
hidden behind the veil of time, and he does not lift the veil. He 
goes around in the secret of his past as in a royal robe: lonely, 
silent and unapproachable. Perdition and destruction go forth 
from him. He is unsparing towards himself and merciless towards 
others. He knows no pardon and asks no forgiveness, either from 
God or man. He regrets nothing and, in spite of his disastrous 
life, would not wish to have anything different, do anything 
different from what he lias been and from what has happened. 
He is rougli and wild but of high descent; his features are hard 
and impenetrable but noble and beautiful; a pecviliar charm 
emanates from him which no woman can resist and to which all 
men react with friendship or enmity. He is the man pursued by 
destiny who becomes other men’s destiu}'', the prototype not only 
of all the irresistible and fateful love heroes of modern litera¬ 
ture but, to some extent, of all the female demons from Merimee’s 
Carmen to the vamps of Hollywood. 

If Byron did not discover the ‘demonic hero’ who, possessed 
and deluded, hurls himself and all who come in contact with him 
to destruction, he turned him into tlie ‘interesting’ man par 
excellence. He bestowed on him the piquant and enticing char¬ 
acteristics which have stuck to him ever since, transformed him 
into the immoralist and the cynic whose influence is so irre¬ 
sistible, not despite but precisely because of his cynicism. The 
idea of the ‘fallen angel’ possessed an incomparable power of 
attraction for the disillusioned world of romanticism struggling 
for a new faith. There was a general feeliiig of guilt, of having 
fallen away from God, but at the same time, a desire to be 
something like a Lucifer, if one was already damned anyway. 
Even the seraphic poets Lamartine and Vigny w^ent over to the 
satanists in the end and became folkmers of Shelley and Byron, 
Gautier and Musset, Leopardi and Heine.This satanism 
originated in the ambivalence of the romantic attitude to life and 
undoubtedly proceeded from the feeling of religious dissatisfac¬ 
tion, but, particularly in Byron, it turned into scorn for all the 
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sacred things venerated by the middle class. The only difference 
between the aversion of the French bohbme to the bourgeoisie 
and Byron’s attitude was that the plebeian anti-conventionalism 
of Gautier and his friends was an attack from below, whereas 
B 3 Ton’s immoralism was directed from above. Every more or less 
important utterance of Byron’s betrays the snobbishness which 
was combined with his liberal ideas, every record reveals the 
aristocrat who is no longer firmly rooted in his social position, but 
still preserves the pose of his class. Above all, the hysterical 
passion with which, in his later works, he rages against the 
aristocracy that is excommunicating him shows how deeply 
he feels tied to this class and how much of its authority 
and attractiveness it still holds for him, in spite of everything.*^® 
‘Death is no argument,’ Hebbel says somewhere. Byron, at any 
rate, proved nothing by his heroic death. Despite the poet’s 
revolutionary convictions, it was no appropriate death. Byron 
committed suicide, ‘while the balance of his mind was disturbed’, 
and died ‘with vine-leaves in the hair’, as Hedda Gabler wanted 
to die. 

The fact that Byron always held to the classicistic view of art 
and that Pope was his favourite poet is in accordance with his 
aristocratic inclinations. He did not care for Wordsworth because 
of his soberly solemn, prosaically unctuous tone and he despised 
Keats on account of his ‘vulgarity’. The supercilious, mocking 
spirit and playful form of his works, above all the easy-going 
conversational tone of Don Juan, was only an aspect of his 
classical ideal of art. The connection between the fluency of his 
style and Wordsworth’s ‘natural’ poetic diction is, nevertheless, 
unmistakable; both are symptoms of the reaction against the 
high-flown rhetorical poetry of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries. The common aim was a greater flexibility of language, 
and it was precisely as the master of such a fluid, brilliantly 
skilful, apparently improvised style that Byron made the greatest 
impression on his contemporaries. Neither the graceful ease of 
Pushkin nor the elegance of Musset would be conceivable with¬ 
out this new note. Don Juan became not only the model of the 
witty and insolent topical satire but, at the same time, the origin 
of the whole of modern feuilletonism.*** B 3 T«n’s first readers 
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may have belonged to the aristocracy and the upper middle class, 
but he found his real public in the ranks of that dissatisfied, 
resentful, romantically inclined middle class whose unsuccessful 
members regarded themselves as so many unrecognized Napo¬ 
leons. The Byroiiic hero was so conceived that every disillusioned 
youth, every love-sick girl could identify him- or herself with 
him. Tlie fact that Byron encom'aged the reader to indulge in 
such intimacy with the hero, in doing which he was, of course, 
merely continuing a tendency already evident in Rousseau and 
Richardson, was the deepest reason for his success. With the 
closer personal relationship between the reader and the hero, 
the reader’s interest in the author himself also increased. This 
tendency too already existed in the age of Rousseau and Richard¬ 
son, but until the romantic movement the poet’s private life had 
remained, on the whole, unknown to the public. It was only after 
the self-advertisement contrived by Byron that the poet became 
the ‘favourite’ of the public and it was only from then onwards 
that his readers, and especially his female readers, entered into 
the peculiar relationship with him which resembled the connec¬ 
tion between the psycho-analyst and his patients, on the one 
liand, and the filmstar aiid his fans, on the other. 

Byron was tlie first English poet to play a leading r61e in 
European literature, Walter Scott the second. Through them 
what Goethe understood by ‘world literature’ became a full 
reality. Their school embraced the whole literary world, enjoyed 
the highest authority, introduced new forms, new values, set 
intellectual traffic flowing backwards and forwards between the 
countries of Europe, carr}dng along with it new talents and often 
raising them above their masters. One only needs to think of 
Pushkin and Balzac to realize the extent and the importance of 
this school. The vogue of Byron was perhaps more feverish and 
more obtrusive, but the influence of Walter Scott, who has been 
described as the ‘most successful writer in the world’,was 
more solid and more profound. It was his work that inspired the 
revival of the naturalistic novel, the modern literary genre par 
excellence, and thereby led to the transformation of the whole 
modern reading public. The number of readers had been rising 
steadily in England since the beginning of the eighteenth cen- 

703 



ROCOCO, CLASSICISM, ROMANTICISM 

tury. One can distinguish three stages in this process of growth: 
the phase that begins around 1710 with the new periodicals and 
culminates in the novels of the middle of the century; the period 
of the pseudo-historical thriller from 1770 to roughly 1800; and 
the period of the modern romantic-naturalistic novel that begins 
with Walter Scott. Each of these periods produced a considerable 
increase in the reading public. In the first, only a comparatively 
small section of the middle class was enlisted for secular belles- 
lettres, people who up till then had never read books at all or at 
best the products of devotional literature; in the second, this 
public was enlarged by wide sections of the increasingly wealthy 
bourgeoisie, mostly women; in the third, elements belonging 
partly to the higher, partly to the lower strata of tlie middle class, 
looking for entertainment as well as iiLstruction in tlie novel, 
were added. Walter Scott succeeded in acliieving the popularity 
of the thriller by the more fastidious methods of the great novel¬ 
ists of the eighteenth centur)^ He popularized the portrayal of 
the feudal past that had hitherto been exclusively the reading of 
the upper classes,and, at the same time, raised the pseudo- 
historical shocker to a really literary level. 

Smollett was the last great novelist of the eighteenth century. 
The wonderful development which corresponded in the English 
novel to the political and social achievements of the middle class 
comes to a standstill about 1770. The sudden growth of the 
reading public leads to a sharp decline in the general standard. 
The demand is much greater than tliere are good writers to meet 
it, and as the production of novels is an extremely paying con¬ 
cern, they are turned out in wild and indiscriminate profusion. 
The needs of the lending libraries dictate the pace and determine 
the quality of the output. Apart from the thriller, the subjects 
most in demand are the scandals of the day, famous ‘cases’, 
fictitious and semi-fictitious biographies, travel descriptions and 
secret memoirs, in a word, the usual types of sensational litera¬ 
ture. The result is that cultured circles begin to speak of tlie novel 
with a disdain that was hitherto unknown.^The prestige of the 
novel is first restored by Scott, above all by the way he handles 
the genre to accord with the historicism and scientific outlook of 
the intellectual ^lite. He not only tries to give an inherently true 
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picture of a historical situation, but also provides his novels with 
introductions, notes and appendices, to prove the scientific trust¬ 
worthiness of his descriptions. Though Walter Scott cannot be 
regarded as the real creator of the historical novel, he is, without 
any doubt, the founder of the novel dealing with social history, 
a genre of which no one before him had had an inkling. Tlie 
French novelists of the eighteenth century, Marivaux, Prevost, 
I^aclos and Chateaubriand, enormously advanced the psycho¬ 
logical novel, but still placed their characters in a sociological 
vacuum or into a social milieu that had no essential share in their 
development. Even the English novel of the eighteenth century 
can be described as a ‘social novel’ only in so far as it lays more 
emphasis on human relationships^ but it pays no particular atten¬ 
tion to class differences or to the social causality of character 
formation. Walter Scott’s characters, on the other hand, always 
bear the marks of their social origin.220 ^.he whole, 

Scott describes the social background of his stories accurately, he 
becomes, in spite of his conservative outlook in politics, the 
pioneer of liberalism and progress. 221 However critical he was of 
the Revolution politically, his sociological method would be 
unthinkable without this change in affairs. For it was the Revolu¬ 
tion that first developed a feeling for class differences and made 
it imperative for the honest artist to describe reality in accordance 
with them. At any rate, as a Avriter, Scott, the conservative, is 
more deeply connected with the Revolution than Byron, the 
radical. On the other hand, one must not over-estimate this 
‘triumph of realisin’, as Engels called the trick of art which often 
makes conservative minds useful instruments of progress. The 
appreciation of and enthusiasm for the ‘folk’ is usually no more 
than a non-committal gesture with Scott and his description 
of the lower classes is, generally speaking, conventional and 
schematic. But Scott’s conservatism is, at least, less aggressive 
than the anti-revolutionism of Wordsworth and Coleridge, which 
is the expression of a disillusionment and of an all too sudden 
change of mind. It is true that Scott is as enthusiastically devoted 
to medieval chivalry as the reactionary romantics in general and 
that he regrets its decline, but at the same time he also criticizes, 
as do Pushkin and Heine, for example, the whole effusiveness of 
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the romantics. He recognizes, with the same clear-sightedness 
with which Pushkin establishes the spuriousness of Onegin’s 
character, ‘the brilliant but useless character of a knight of 
romance’ in Richard Coeur de Lion,®** and by no means conceals 
his apprehensions in this connection. 

Delacroix, the first great and, at the same time, greatest 
representative of romantic painting, is also one of the enemies 
and conquerors of romanticism. He already represents the 
nineteenth century, whilst romanticism is still an essentially 
eighteenth-century movement, not only because it is the con¬ 
tinuation of pre-romanticism, but also because, although full of 
contradictions, it is by no means so disintegrated as the nine¬ 
teenth century. The eighteenth century is dogmatic—there 
is a dogmatic streak even in its romanticism—the nineteenth 
century is sceptical and agnostic. The men of the eighteenth 
century strive to extract a clearly definable doctrine and world¬ 
view from everything, even from their emotionalism and irra- 
tionalismf they are systematists, philosophers, reformers, they 
make up their minds either for or against a cause, often they 
alternate between support and opposition, but they know where 
they stand, they follow principles and are guided by a plan for the 
improvement of life and the world. The intellectual representa¬ 
tives of the nineteenth century, on the other hand, have lost 
their faith in systems and programmes and see the meaning and 
pm-pose of art in a passive surrender to life, in seizing hold of the 
rhythm of life itself, in preserving the atmosphere and mood of 
itj their faith consists in an irrational, instinctive affirmation of 
life, their morality in a resigned acceptance of reality. They 
want neither to regiment nor to overcome reality; they want to 
experience it and to reproduce their experience as directly, as 
faithfully and perfectly as possible. They have the indomitable 
feeling that the life of the immediate present, the contemporary 
and the surrounding world, time and place, experience and im¬ 
pressions are slipping away from them daily and hourly and being 
lost for ever. For them, art becomes a pursuit of the ‘temps 
perdu’, of life which is for ever evaporating and beyond our 
grasp. The periods of absolute naturalism are not the centuries 
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in which men imagine they are in firm and secure possession 
of reality, but those in which they are afraid of losing it; hence 
the nineteenth is the classical century of naturalism. 

Delacroix and Constable stand on the threshold of the new 
era. They are partly still romantic expressionists struggling 
to express ideas, but partly they are already impressionists striv¬ 
ing to hold fast the fleeting object and no longer believing in any 
perfect equivalent of reality. Of the two, Delacroix is the more 
romantic artist; if one compares him with Constable, what con¬ 
nects classicism and romanticism in a historical unity, and dis¬ 
tinguishes them from naturalism, becomes quite clearly apparent. 
As opposed to naturalism, the two older stylistic tendencies have 
in common, above all, the fact that they confer more than life- 
size dimensions on life and man, give them a tragi-heroic format 
and a passionately emotional expression, which is still present in 
Delacroix, but completely absent from Constable and nineteenth- 
centiiry naturalism. In Delacroix this conception of art is also 
expressed in the fact that man still stands in the centre of his 
world, whilst in Constable he becomes a thing amongst other 
things, and is absorbed by his material environment. Hence Con¬ 
stable is, if not the greatest, at any rate, the most progressive 
artist of his time. With the displacement of man from the centre 
of art and the occupation of his place by the material world, 
painting not only acquires a new content, but is reduced more 
and more to the solution of technical and purely formal problems. 
The subject-matter of pictures gradually loses all aesthetic value, 
all artistic interest, and art becomes formalistic to a hitherto 
unknown extent. What is painted becomes quite unimportant; 
the only question is how it is painted. Not even the most 
flippant mannerism had ever shown such indifference to the 
motif. Never before had a head of cabbage and the head of a 
Madonna been considered of equal value as artistic subjects. It 
is only now, when the pictorial quality forms the real content of 
painting, that the old academic distinctions between the different 
subjects and genres come to an end. Even in Delacroix, in spite 
of his deep romantic affection for poetry, literary motifs con¬ 
stitute merely the occasion for, not the content of his pictures. 
He rejects the literary as the aim of painting and strives to 
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express, instead of literary ideas, something of his own, some¬ 
thing irrational and similar to music.**® 

The transfer of the pictorial interest from man to nature has 
its source, apart from the shaken self-confidence of the new 
generation, its bewilderment and homelessness, above all in the 
victoiy of the dehumanized philosophy of natural science. Con¬ 
stable overcomes classical-romantic humanism more easily than 
Delacroix and becomes the first modern landscape painter, whilst 
Delacroix remains essentially a ‘narrative painter’. But by their 
scientific approach to the problems of painting, and the pre¬ 
eminence which they give to optics over vision, they both embody 
the spirit of the new century in equal measure. The development 
of the ‘painterly’ style, which began in France with Watteau and 
was interrupted by the classicism of the eighteenth century, is 
taken up again and continued by Delacroix. Rubens revolu¬ 
tionizes French painting for the second time; for the second time 
an irrational, anti-classicistic sensualism emanates from him. 
Delacroix’s dictum, that a picture should be above all a feast for 
the eyes,*** was also the message of Watteau and remains the 
gospel of painting until the conclusion of impressionism. The 
vibrant dynamics of the composition, the movement of line and 
form, the baroque convulsion of the bodies and the dissolution of 
the local colours into their components, all this is merely the 
instrument of a sensualism which now makes it possible to com¬ 
bine romanticism with naturalism and to oppose both of them to 
classicism. 

Delacroix was still to some extent subject to the romantic 
‘mal du sibcle’. He suffered from serious fits of depression, knew 
the feeling of aimlessness and emptiness, fought against an in¬ 
definable and incurable ennui. He was the victim of melancholia, 
discontent and the feeling of eternal imperfection. The mood in 
which G^ricault found himself in London and of which he wrote 
home: ‘Whatever I do, I wish that I had done something differ¬ 
ent,’ tormented Delacroix throughout his life.**® He was still so 
deeply rooted in the romantic outlook on life that not even its 
most brutal temptations were foreign to him. It is sufficient to 
think of a work like the ‘Sardanapal’ (1829), to realize the place 
which the theatrical demonism and molochism of the romantics 
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occupied in his thought. But he was always fighting against 
romanticism as an attitude to life, acknowledged its representa¬ 
tives only with strong reservations, and accepted it as an artistic 
trend above all on account of the greater range of its subject- 
matter. Just as Delacroix undertook a voyage to the East, instead 
of the traditional journey to Rome, he also used, in place of the 
classics of antiquity, the poets of earlier and later romanticism, 
Dante and Shakespeare, Byron and Goethe, as his sources. This 
thematic interest was the only common element between him 
and artists like Ary Scheffer and Louis Boulanger, Decamps and 
Delaroche. He hated moonshine romanticism and the incorrigible 
dreamers, like Chateaubriand, Lamartine and Schubert, to re¬ 
peat his own rather wilful assortment of names, jjg himself 
had not the sliglitest desire to be called a romantic, and protested 
against being regarded as the master of the romantic school. 
Incidentally, he felt no inclination at all to train artists and never 
opened a generally available studioj at most, he took on a few 
assistants, but no pupils.There was no longer anything in 
French painting corresponding to the David school^ the master’s 
place remained unoccupied. Artistic aims had become much too 
personal, the criteria of artistic quality much too differentiated, 
for schools in the old sense to arise. *28 

Delacroix’s dislike of bohemianisrn is in line with his aversion 
to romanticism. Rubens is not only his artistic but also his human 
model and he is in fact, as has been said, the first and perhaps the 
only painter since Rubens and the great artistic personalities of 
tlie Renaissance to combine the highest intellectual culture with 
the mode of life of a grand seigneur.*** His strictly upper-bour¬ 
geois and gentlemanly inclinations make all exhibitionism and 
ostentation odious to him. He only preserves one feature from the 
intellectual inheritance of bohemianisrn: contempt for the public. 
At twenty-six, he is already a famous painter, but a generation 
later he still writes: ‘11 y a trente ans que je suis livrd aux b^tes.’ 
He had his friends, his admirers, his patrons, his state com¬ 
missions, but he was never understood, never loved by the public. 
There was no trace of warmth in the recognition that was 
accorded him. Delacroix is a solitary and an isolated individual, 
and in a much stricter sense than the romantics in general. There 
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is only one contemporary whom he esteems and loves unre¬ 
servedly: Chopin. Neither Hugo and Musset, nor Stendhal and 
Mdrimee are particularly near to himj he does not take George 
Sand very seriously, the negligent Gautier repels him and Balzac 
makes him nervous. 2 ®® The extraordinary significance that music 
holds for Delacroix, and which contributes most to his admiration 
for Chopin, is a symptom of the new hierarchy of the arts and the 
prominent position which music occupies in it. It is the romantic 
art par excellence and Chopin the most romantic of all the 
romantics. In his relation to Chopin, Delacroix’s intimate connec¬ 
tion with romanticism is brought most clearly to light. His 
judgement of the other masters of music reveals, however, tlie 
inconsistency of his relationship to romanticism. He always speaks 
of Mozart with the greatest admiration, but Beethoven often 
appears to him too despotic, too romantic. Delacroix has a classi¬ 
cistic taste in music;®®^ Chopin’s stereotyped sentimentalism does 
not disturb him, but Beethoven’s ^despotism’, which should, one 
would think, appeal much more to him as an artist, he finds 
bewildering. 

Romanticism in music signifies the antithesis not merely to 
classicism but also to pre-romanticism, in so far as they represent 
the principle of formal unity and consistently developed musical 
ideas. The concentrated structure of musical form, based on 
dramatic climaxes, gradually breaks up in romanticism and gives 
way again to the cumulative composition of the older music. 
Sonata form falls to pieces and is replaced more and more often 
by other, less severe and less schematically moulded forms—by 
small-scale lyrical and descriptive genres, such as the Fantasy and 
the Rhapsody, the Arabesque and the 6tude, the Intermezzo and 
the Impromptu, the Improvisation and the Variation. Even 
extensive works are often made up of such miniature forms, 
which no longer constitute, from the structural point of view, the 
acts of a drama, but the scenes of a revue. A classical sonata or 
symphony was the world in parvo: a microcosm. A succession of 
musical pictures, such as Schumann’s Carnaval or Liszt’s Annees 
de Phlcrinage^ is like a painter’s sketch-book j it may contain 
magnificent lyrical-impressionistic details, but it abandons the 
attempt to create a total impression and an organic unity 
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from the very beginning. Even the fondness for the sym¬ 
phonic poem, which displaces the symphony in Berlioz, Liszt, 
Rimsky-Korsakov, Smetana and others, shows, above all, that the 
composers are unable or hesitate to represent the world as an 
organic whole. This change of form is accompanied by the 
literary inclinations of the composers and their bias towards 
programme music. The intermingling of forms also makes itself 
felt in music and is expressed most conspicuously in the fact that 
the romantic composers are often very gifted and important 
writers. In the painting and poetry of the period the disintegra¬ 
tion of form does not proceed anything like so quickly, nor is it 
so far-reaching as in music. The explanation of the difference is 
partly that the cyclical ‘medieval’ structure had long since been 
overcome in the other arts, whereas it remained predominant in 
music until the middle of the eighteenth century, and only 
began to yield to formal unity after the death of Bach. In music 
it was therefore much easier to revert to it than, for example, 
in painting where it was completely out of date. The romantics’ 
historical interest in old music and the revival of Bach’s prestige 
had, however, only a subordinate part in the dissolution of strict 
sonata form, the real reason is to be sought in a change of taste 
which was in essentials sociologically conditioned. 

Romanticism is the culmination of the development which 
began in the second half of the eighteenth century: music 
becomes the exclusive property of the middle class. Not only the 
orchestras move from the banqueting-halls of the castles and 
palaces into the concert-haUs filled by the middle class, but 
chamber music also finds a home, not in aristocratic salons but 
in bourgeois drawing-rooms. The broader masses, who take a 
growing interest in musical entertainments, demand, however, 
a lighter, more ingratiating, less complicated music. This demand 
in itself promotes the creation of shorter, more entertaining, 
more varied forms, but leads, at tlie same time, to a division of 
musical output into serious and light music. Hitherto composi¬ 
tions serving purposes of entertainment had not been different 
qualitatively from the rest} there had been, of course, a great 
difference in quality between individual works, but this differ¬ 
ence in no way corresponded to the difference in their respective 
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purposes. As we know, the generation immediately following 
that of Bach and Handel had already made a distinction between 
composing for one’s own amusement and producing for the 
public; but now distinctions are made between the different 
categories of the public itself. In the oeuvre of Schubert and 
Schumann a corresponding division is already feasible;^®^ in 
Chopin and Liszt regard for the musically less pretentious section 
of the public influences every single work; and in Berlioz and 
Wagner this regard often leads to definite flirtation. When 
Schubert declares that he knows no ‘cheerful’ music, it sounds as 
if he were trying to defend himself against the charge of fi ivolity 
from the very outset; for since the advent of romanticism all 
cheerfulness seems to have a superficial, frivolous character. The 
combination of carefree light-heartediiess with the most profound 
seriousness, of playful exuberance w-ith the highest, purest ethos 
transfiguring the whole of life, which w^as still present in Mozart, 
breaks up; from now on everything serious and sublime takes 
on a gloomy and careworn look. It is sufficient to compare the 
serene, clear and calm humanity of Mozart, its freedom from all 
mysticism and turbid emotionalism, with the violence of romantic 
music, to realize what had been lost with the eighteenth century. 

With the concessions to the public there is combined, at the 
same time, a marked recklessness and arbitrariness of expression. 
Compositions become markedly diflicult: they are no longer 
intended to be performed by middle-class amateurs. Even Beet¬ 
hoven’s later piano and chamber music works were only able 
to be executed by professional artists, and appreciated by a 
musically highly educated public. With the romantics, first of all, 
the technical difficulties of performance increased. Weber, Schu¬ 
mann, Chopin, Liszt, compose for the virtuosos of the concert- 
halls. The brilliant execution which they presuppose in the per¬ 
former has a double function: it restricts the practice of music to 
the expert, and it deludes the layman. In the case of the virtuoso- 
composers, the prototype of whom is Paganini, the dazzling style 
is intended above all to flabbergast the listener, but with the 
real masters the technical difficulty is merely the expression 
of an inner difficulty and complication. Both tendencies, the 
enlargement of the distance between the amateur and the 
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virtuoso as well as tlie deepening of the gulf between lighter and 
more difficult music, lead to the dissolution of the classical genres. 
The virtuoso mode of writing inevitably atomizes the big, massive 
forms^ the bravura piece is relatively short, sparkling, pointed. 
But tlie intrinsically difficult, individually differentiated style, 
based on the sublimation of thoughts and feelings, also promotes 
the dissolution of universally valid, stereotyped and long-winded 
forms. 

The inherent propensity with which music comes to meet this 
dissolution of forms, the irrationality of its content and the in¬ 
dependence of its means of expression, explain the pre-eminence 
which it now enjoys among the arts. For classicism poetry was the 
leading art^ early romanticism was partly based on paintings later 
ronianticisni is, however, entirely dependent on music. For 
Gautier painting was the perfect art, for Delacroix music is 
already the source of the deepest artistic experience.*®® This 
development reaches its climax in Schopenhauer’s philosophy 
and Wagner’s message. Romanticism celebrates its greatest 
triumphs in music. The fame of Weber, Meyerbeer, Chopin, 
Liszt and Wagner fills the whole of Europe, and surpasses the 
success of the most popular poets. Music remained romantic until 
the end of the nineteenth century, more completely, more un¬ 
reservedly romantic than the other arts. And the fact that this 
century experienced the nature of art above all in music shows 
most conspicuously how deeply involved it was in romanticism. 
Thomas Mann’s confession that it was the music of Wagner that 
first revealed to him the meaning of art is supremely symp¬ 
tomatic. The romantic intoxication of the senses and the salto 
mortale of reason signified the quintessence of art even at 
the turn of the century. The nineteenth century’s struggle 
against the spirit of romanticism remained undecided^ the 
decision was first achieved in the century to come. 
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NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 


1. THE GENERATION OF 1830 

I F the purpose of historical research is the understanding of tlie 
present—and what else could it be?—then this enqiiiry is 
approaching its goal. What w e are now' to be concerned wdlh is 
modern capitalism, modern bouigeois society, modern naturalistic 
art and literature, in short, our owm w'orld. Everywlicre we are 
faced with new' situations, new w'ays of life and feel as if we 
w'ere cut off from the past. But the incision is probably noVliere 
so deep as in literature, where the frontier between tlie older 
W'orks w'hich are merely of historical interest to vis and those that 
arise from now onwards and are still more or less topical today 
represents the most remarkable breach in the whole history of 
art. It is only the works produced on our side of the divide that 
constitute the living, modern literature directly concerned writh 
our own contemporary problems. We are separated from all the 
older w'orks by an unbridgeable gulf—to understand them, a 
special approach and a special effort on our part are necessary 
and their interpretation is alw'ays involved in the danger of mis¬ 
understanding and falsification. We read the works of the older 
literature differently from those of our own agej w'e enjoy them 
purely aesthetically, that is, indirectly, disinterestedly, perfectly 
aware of their fictitiousness and of our self-deception. This pre¬ 
supposes points of view and abilities which the average reader in 
no way has at his command^ but even the historically and 
aesthetically interested reader feels there is an irreconcilable dif¬ 
ference between works which have no immediate relationship 
to his own age, his own feelings and aims in life and such as 
have grown out of these very feelings and seek an answer to the 
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question: How can Oiie, how should one, live in this present 
age? 

The ninoteenth century, or what we usually understand by 
that term, begins around 1830. It is only during the July mon¬ 
archy that the foundations and outlines of tliis century are 
developed, that is to say, the social order in which we ourselves 
are rooted, the economic system, the antagonisms and contradic¬ 
tions of which still continue, and the litoralure in whose forms we 
on the whole still express ourselves today. The novels of Stendlial 
and Bal/ac are the first books concerned with our own life, our 
own vital problems, with moral difficulties and conflicts un¬ 
known to earli(ir generations. Julien Sorel and Mathildc de la 
Mole, Lucien de I\ubempre and Rastignac are the first modern 
characters in Western literature—our lirst intellectual contem¬ 
poraries. In them we meet for the first time the sensibility wdiich 
throbs in our own nerves, in the delineation of their characters 
we llnd the first outlines of the psychological differentiation 
which for us is part of the nature of contemporary man. From 
Stendlial to Proust, from the generation of 1830 to that of 1910, 
we are witnesses of a homogeneous, organic intellectual develop¬ 
ment. 'Three generations struggle with the same problems, for 
seventy to eighty years the course of history remains unchanged. 

All tlie characteristic features of the century are already 
recognizable around 1830. The bourgeoisie is in full possession 
and awareness of its powc^r. The aristocracy has vanished from 
tlie scene of historical events and leads a purely private existence. 
The victory of the middle class is undoubted and undisputed. It 
is true that the victors form a thoroughly conservative and 
illiberal capitalist class adopting the administrative forms and 
methods of the old aristocracy often without alteration, but a 
class tliat is absolutely unaristocratic and untraditionalistic in its 
way of life and thought. Romanticism w^as, no doubt, already an 
essentially bourgeois movement, wdiich would have been incon¬ 
ceivable without the emancipation of the middle classes, but the 
romantics often behaved rather aristocratically and flirted with 
tlie idea of appealing to the nobility as their public. After 1830 
these whims come to an end entirely and it becomes obvious that 
there is in fact no massive public apart from the middle class. 
s.h.a.-~2 715 1*—2 
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But as soon as the emancipation of the middle class is accom¬ 
plished, the struggle of the working class for its rights already 
begins. And that is the second of the decisively important move¬ 
ments which proceed from the July revolution and monarchy. 
Hithei’to the class struggles of the proletariat had been fused 
with those of the middle class, and it had been mainly the 
political aspirations of the middle classes for which the working 
class had fought. The developments after 1850 first open its eyes 
and supply it with the proof that, in fighting for its rights, it can 
rely on no other class. Simultaneously with the awakening 
class-consciousness of the proletariat, socialist theory acquires its 
first more or less concrete form and there also arises the pro¬ 
gramme of an artistic activist movement which for radicalism 
and consistency surpasses all previous movements of a similar 
nature. ‘L’art pour Part’ goes through its first crisis and has 
from now on to fight not only against the idealism of the classi¬ 
cists but also against the utilitarianism of both ‘.social’ and 
‘bourgeois’ art. 

The economic rationalism which goes hand in liand with 
advancing industrialization and the total victory of capitalism, 
the progress of the historical and exact sciences and the general 
philosophical scientism connected with it, the repeated experience 
of an unsuccessful revolution and the political realism which re¬ 
sults—all this paves the v\'ay for the great fight against romanti¬ 
cism which pervades the history of the next hundred years. 
The preparation and institution of this fight is a further contribu¬ 
tion of the 1830 generation to the foundations of the nineteenth 
century. Stendhal’s wavering between ‘logique’ and ‘espagno- 
lisme’, Balzac’s ambivalent relationship to the middle class, the 
dialectic of rationalism and irrationalism in both of them, shows 
the fight already in full .swing} Flaubert’s generation deepens 
the conflict, but finds it already under way. The artistic outlook 
of the July monarchy is partly bourgeois, partly socialistic, but 
unromantic on the whole. The public is, as Balzac remarks in the 
preface to Peau de Chagrin (1831), ‘fed up with Spain, the 
Orient and the history of France k la Walter Scott’, and, as 
Lamartine laments, the age of poetry, that is, of ‘romantic’ 
poetry, is past.‘ The naturalistic novel, the most original creation 
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of this period and the most important art form of the nineteenth 
century, gives expression, despite the romanticism of its founders, 
despite Stendhal’s Rousseauism and Balzac’s melodramatics, to 
the unromantic spirit of the new generation. Both economic 
rationalism and political thinking in terms of the class struggle 
refer the novel to the study of social reality and socio-psycho- 
logical mechanisms. The subject and the point of view are both 
in full accord with the aspirations of the middle class and the 
result, the naturalistic novel, serves this rising class as a kind of 
textbook in its endeavour to seciu-e complete control of society. 
The writers of the period turn it into an instrument for sounding 
man and dealing with the world and thereby conform to the 
taste and needs of a public that they hate and despise. They 
strive to satisfy their middle-class readers, no matter whether 
they are Saint-Simonites and Fourierites or not, and believe in 
social art or ‘I’art pour I’art’—for there is no proletarian reading 
public, and even if there were, its existence would only embarrass 
them. 

Until the eighteenth century, authors had been nothing but 
the mouthpiece of their public}® they looked after their readers’ 
minds, just as servants and officials managed their material goods. 
They accepted and confirmed the generally recognized moral 
principles and criteria of taste} they did not invent them and they 
did not alter them. They produced their works for a clearly 
defined and clearly limited public and made no attempt whatso¬ 
ever to gain new readers. Thus there was no tension of any kind 
between the real and an ideal public.® The writer knew neither 
the tormenting problem of having to choose between different 
subjective possibilities, nor the moral problem of having to choose 
between different strata of society. It is not until the eighteenth 
centiuy that the public divides into two different camps and art 
into two rival tendencies. From now on every artist stands be¬ 
tween two opposing orders, between the world of the conserva¬ 
tive aristocracy and that of the progressive bourgeoisie, between 
a group that holds fast to the old, traditional, allegedly absolute 
values and one btised on the view that even, and above all, these 
values are historically conditioned and that there are other, more 
up-to-date values, more in accordance with the general good. The 
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middle class renounces its aristocratic models and the aristocracy 
itself begins to doubt the validity of its own standards^ partly it 
goes over to the bourgeois camp, in order to promote a literature 
which is hostile and pernicious to its own interests. For writers 
an absolutely new situation develops^ those who continue in the 
service of the conservative classes, the Churches, the court and 
the court nobility, betray their own social compeers j those, on the 
other hand, who represent the \vorld-view of the rising bour¬ 
geoisie fulfill a function never before discharged by representa¬ 
tive WTiters, apart from isolated individuals—^tliey fight for an 
oppressed class, or at least for a class that is not yet in possession 
of power.^ They no longer find the ideolog}'^ of this public ready 
and waiting for them, they have themselves to contribute to its 
conceptual system, its philosophical categories and standards of 
value. They are, therefore, no longer merely the mouthpiece of 
their readers, they are at the same time their advocates and 
teachers, and even regain something of that long-lost priestly 
dignity which neither the poets of antiquity nor of the Renais¬ 
sance had enjoyed, least of all the clerics of the Middle Ages, 
whose readers were themselves merely clerics and who came into 
no contact at all with the lay public. During the Restoration and 
the July monarchy the litterateurs lose the unique position they 
had occupied in the eighteenth century; they are no longer 
either the protectors or the teachers of their readers, they arc?, on 
the contrary, their unwilling, constantly revolting, ])ut none the 
less very useful, servants. Once again they proclaim a more or 
less ready-made, prescribed ideology, namely, the liberalism of 
the victorious middle class, derived from the enlightenment, but 
falsifying it in many w^ays. They are compelled to base them¬ 
selves on this philosophy, if they want to find readers and sell 
their books. The peculiar thing is, however, that they do it with¬ 
out identifying themselves with their public. Even the authors of 
the enlightenment counted only a part of the literary public 
among their supporters; they, too, were surrounded by a hostile 
and dangerous world, but at least they were in the same camp as 
their own readers. Even the romantics still felt themselves re¬ 
lated to one or other stratum of society, in spite of their home¬ 
lessness, and were always able to say which group, which class 
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they were supporting. But to what section of the public does 
Stendhal feel himself related? At best to the ‘happy few’—the 
outsiders, the outlaws, the defeated. And Balzac? Does he iden¬ 
tify himself with the nobility, with the bourgeoisie, or the prole¬ 
tariat?—with the class for which he has certain sympathies, but 
which he abandons without turning an eyelash, or with the class 
whose inexhaustible energy he recognizes, but for which he feels 
a loathing, or with the masses by whom he is as frightened as he 
is by lire? The writers who are not merely the ‘maitres de plaisir’ 
of the bourgeoisie have no real public—Balzac, the successful, no 
more than Stendhal, the failure. 

Nothing reflects the tense, discordant relationsliip between 
the literarily productive and the receptive sections of the 1830 
generation more sharply than the new type of novel hero appear¬ 
ing in Stendhal and Balzac. The disillusionment and Welt~ 
schmerz of the heroes of Rousseau, Chateaubriand and B 3 non, 
their remoteness from the world and their loneliness, are trans¬ 
formed into a forgoing of the realization of their ideals, into a 
contempt for society and often into a desperate cynicism con¬ 
cerning current norms and conventions. The romantic novel of 
disillusionment becomes the novel of hopelessness and resigna¬ 
tion. All the tragic and heroic characteristics, the self-assertive¬ 
ness, tlie belief in the perfectibility of one’s own nature, yield to 
a readiness to compromise, to the readiness to live aimlessly and 
die obscurely. Tlie romantic novel of disillusionment still con¬ 
tained something of the idea of the tragedy which allows the 
hero fighting against trivial reality to be victorious even in 
defeat; in the nineteenth-century novel, on the other hand, he 
appears inwardly defeated even, and often precisely, when he 
has reached his actual goal. Notliing was further from the minds 
of the young Goethe, Chateaubriand or Benjamin Constant than 
to let their heroes doubt the raison d'etre of their own person¬ 
alities and aims in life; the modern novel first creates the bad 
conscience of the hero in conflict with the bourgeois social order, 
and demands that he accept the customs and conventions of 
society at least as the rules of the game. Werther is still the 
exceptional personality to whom the poet grants the right to re¬ 
volt against the unappreciative and prosaic world from the very 
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outset 5 Wilhelm Meister, on the other hand, ends his years of 
apprenticeship with the realization that one has to adapt oneself 
to the world as one finds it. External reality is more bereft of 
meaning and more soulless, because it has become more mechan¬ 
ical and self-sufficient^ society, which had hitherto been the in¬ 
dividual’s natural milieu and only field of activity, has lost all 
significance, all value from the point of view of his higher aims, 
but the requirement that he should comply wdth society, live in 
and for it, has become more imperative. 

The politicization of society, which began with the French 
Revolution, reaches its climax under the July monarchy. The 
quarrel between liberalism and reaction, the struggle for the 
reconciliation of the achievements of the Revolution with the 
interests of the privileged classes, continues and embraces every 
sphere of public life. Finance capital triumphs over landed pro¬ 
perty, and both the feudal aristocracy and the Church cease to 
play a leading role in political life 5 the progressive elements are 
opposed by the bankers and industrialists. The old political and 
social antagonism has not become any less, but the positions 
have shifted. The deepest antitheses are now between industrial 
capitalism, on the one side, and the wage-earning workers with 
the petty bourgeoisie, on the other. The aims of the class struggle 
are clarified and the methods of warfare intensified $ everything 
seems to point to the imminence of a new revolution. In spite of 
constant setbacks, liberalism gains ground and the way for 
Western European democracy is gradually prepared. The elec¬ 
toral law is altered and the number of electors is increased from 
some 100,000 to two and a half times its previous size. The rudi¬ 
ments of the parliamentary system and the foundations of tlie 
coalition of the working class come into being. In parliament, in 
spite of the electoral reforms, the possessing classes continue to be 
represented exclusively, and the liberalism that comes to power 
represents merely a liberalism within the bounds of the upper 
middle class. The July monarchy is, in brief, a period of eclec¬ 
ticism, of compromise, of the middle way—if not precisely the 
period of the ‘right’ middle way, as Louis-Philippe calls it and as 
it is now called by everyone, sometimes approvingly, sometimes 
ironically. It is outwardly a period of moderation and tolerance, 
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but inwardly one marked by the most severe struggle for exist¬ 
ence, an epoch of moderate political progress and economic con¬ 
servatism after the English pattern. The Guizots and the Thiers 
extol the idea of the constitutional monarchy, desire that the 
king should merely reign, not rule, but they are the instrument 
of a parliamentary oligarchy, of a small government party which 
keeps the broader strata of the middle class spellbound with the 
magic formula of ‘Enrichissez-vous!’. The July monarchy is a 
period of glorious prosperity, a flowering time for all industrial 
and commercial undertakings. Money dominates the whole of 
public and private lifej everything bows before it, everything 
serves it, ever)rthing is prostituted—exactly, or almost, as Balzac 
described it. It is true that the rule of capital does not in any 
sense begin now, but hitherto the possession of money had been 
only one of the means by which a man had been able to gain a 
position for himself in France, and neither the most refined nor 
the most effective method either. Now, on the other hand, all 
rights, all power, all ability, are suddenly expressed in terms of 
money. In order to be understood, everything has to be reduced 
to this common denominator. From this point of view, the whole 
previous history of capitalism seems no more titan a mere pre¬ 
lude. Not only politics and the higher strata of society, not only 
parliament and the bureaucracy, are plutocratic in character, 
France is dominated not merely by the Rothschilds and the other 
‘iuste-millionaires’, as Heine called them, but the king himself is 
a wily and unscrupulous speculator. For eighteen years the 
government represents, as Tocqueville says, a kind of ‘trading 
company’^ the king, the parliament and the administration share 
the tasty morsels amongst themselves, exchange information and 
tips, make each other a present of transactions and concessions, 
speculate in shares and rents, bills of exchange and mortgages. 
The capitalist monopolizes the leadership of society and gains a 
position for himself that he had never had before. Hitherto, in 
order to play this part, the man of property had to have some 
kind of ideological halo; the rich man had to come forward as a 
patron of the Church, the Crown or the arts and sciences, but now 
he enjoys the highest honours simply because he is rich. ‘From 
now on the bankers will rule!’—Laffitte prophesies after Louis- 
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Philippe has been elected king. And: ^No society can continue 
without an aristocracy’—a deputy says in parliament in 1856.— 
^Do you want to know wlio the aristocrats of the July monarchy 
are? The captains of industry^ they are the basis of the new 
dynasty.’But the bourgeoisie is still fighting for its position, for 
the social prestige that the nobility concedes to it reluctantly and 
hesitantly. It is still a ‘rising class’ and still has the dashing offen¬ 
sive spirit and unbroken self-consciousness of the disfranchised. 
But it is so certain of victory that its self-consciousness already 
begins to turn into self-satisfaction and self-rightoousnevss. Its 
good conscience is based partly on self-deception and develops 
into a state of mind in which the exposures of socialism will later 
break its self-confidence. It becomes more and more intolerant 
and illiberal, and takes for the foundations of its philosophy its 
worst inadequacies, its narrow-mindediK^ss, its shallow rational¬ 
ism and its idealistically disguised striving for profit. It suspects 
all real idealism and laughs at all unworldlinessj it struggles 
against all intransigence and radicalism, persecutes and sup¬ 
presses all opposition to the spirit of tlie ‘just(*-milieu’ and the 
prudent concealment of antagonisms. It trains its satellites to be 
hypocrites, and shelters all the more desperately behind the 
fictions of its idealogy the more dangerous the attacks of socialism 
become. 

The basic tendencies of modern capitalism, which had been 
becoming increasingly apparent ever since the Renaissance, now 
emerge in all their blatant and uncompromising clarity, unmiti¬ 
gated by any tradition. The most conspicuous of these tendencies 
is the attempt to withdraw the whole mechanism of an economic 
undertaking from all direct human influence, that is, from all 
consideration for personal circumstances. The undertaking be¬ 
comes an autonomous organism, pursuing its own interests and 
aims, conforming to the laws of its own internal logic, a tyrant 
turning everyone who comes into contact with it into its slave.® 
The absolute devotion to business, the self-sacrifice of the entre¬ 
preneur in the interest of the competitive system, the prosperity 
and extension of the firm, his abstract, ruthless, self-centred 
striving for success, acquires an alarming monomaniacal char¬ 
acter.’ The system becomes independent of those who sustain it, 
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and transformed into a mechanism whose progress no human 
power is able to restrain. This automotility of the apparatus is 
the uncanny thing about modern capitalism; it gives it that 
demonism which Balzac described so terrifyingly. To the extent 
that the means and presuppositions of economic success are with¬ 
drawn from the individual’s sphere of influence, the feeling of 
insecurity, the feeling of being at the mercy of a despotic monster, 
becomes ever stronger. And as economic interests become inter¬ 
twined and interwovcm, the struggle becomes more and more 
wild, more and more desperate, the monster more and more 
multiform, and ultimate ruin more and more inescapable. In the 
end, people find themselves surrounded on every side by rivals 
and enemies, everyone fights against everyone else, everyone 
stands in the front line of an unremiting, universal, really ‘total’ 
war.® All property, all position, all influence, have to be newly 
acquired, conquered and enforced from day to day; everything 
seems provisional, unreliable and unstable.® Hence the general 
scepticism and pessimism, hence the feeling of choking anxiety 
which fills the world of Balzac and remains the predominant 
characteristic of the literature of the capitalist era, 

Louis-Pliilippe and his financial aristocracy are faced by a 
powerful and extensive opposition which embraces, in addition to 
the aristocratic and clerical legitimists, ail the elements who feel 
tliat tlio hopes they placed in the July revolution have been dis¬ 
appointed, that is, it embraces, on the one hand, the patriotic and 
Bonapartist but fundamentally liberal-minded petty bourgeoisie, 
on tlie other hand, the left wing consisting of the bourgeois re¬ 
publicans and the socialists, with the progressive intelligentsia in 
one camp or the other. The so-called ‘liberal’ government party 
is therefore surrounded by a whole circle of opposition and revo¬ 
lutionary groups, whilst Louis-Philippe, the ‘citizen king’, is 
opposed by the overwhelming majority of his people.The 
radical tendencies are expressed and discharge themselves in the 
formation of democratic associations, parties and sects, in strikes, 
hunger revolts and attempted murders, in brief, in what has been 
rightly described as a state of permanent revolution. These dis¬ 
turbances are by no means simply the continuation of the earlier 
revolutions and revolts. Even the Lyons rising of 1851 is different 
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from the older revolutionary movements by reason of its non¬ 
political character 5 ^^ it is the prelude and beginning of that mass 
movement whose symbol, the red flag, first appears in the year 
1832. The change begins with a discovery typical of socialistic 
thinking. ‘The bourgeois economic doctrine of the identity of the 
interests of capital and labour, of universal harmony and univer¬ 
sal national prosperity as the results of free competition, is’, as 
Engels remarks, ‘confounded more and more conclusively by the 
facts.’Socialism as a theory develops from the recognition of 
the class character of this economy. Of course, we already come 
across socialistic ideas and tendencies in the great French Revo¬ 
lution, especially in the Convention and the Babeuf conspiracy, 
but there can be no question of a proletarian mass movement and 
a corresponding class-consciousness until after the victory of the 
Industrial Revolution and the introduction of the large-scale, 
completely mechanized factory. The human contacts in these 
factories are the origin of working-class solidarity and of the 
whole modern labour movement.^® The modern proletariat, as the 
integration of the hitherto dispersed small labour-units, is first 
created by the nineteenth century and industrialism; nothing 
similar had been known to former ages.*^ The socialistic theory, 
founded by isolated philanthropists and Utopians, vvliich arose 
from the economic sufferings of the people, from the desire to 
relieve this suffering and find a way to distribute wealth more 
equitably, only becomes an effective weapon with tJie consolida¬ 
tion of the urban factory and the social struggles which take place 
from 1830 onw'ards; now it first begins to tread the path described 
by Engels as its development ‘from Utopia to science’. The social 
criticism of Saint-Simon and Fourier had already sprung from the 
experience of industrialism and the recognition of its devastating 
effects, but the realism of these thinkers was still combined with 
a good deal of romanticism and the right questions with fantastic 
attempts to achieve a solution. Tlie religious tendencies appear¬ 
ing after the Restoration, indeed, to some extent as soon as the 
Concordat, and which become deeper after 1830, determined the 
character of their whole reforming and missionary activity. From 
Saint-Simon to Auguste Comte a romantic goal hovers before the 
mind of the socialists and social philosophers: they would all like 
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to put a new order, a new organization of society in the place of 
the medieval Church as an organic, synthetic form, and set up 
the ‘new Christianity’ with the aid of the poets and artists. 

Along with the advancing politicization of life, between 1830 
and 1848, the political tendency in literature is also intensified. 
During this period there are hardly any works without some 
political interest^ even the quietism of ‘i’art pour Part’ has, of 
course, a political tinge. The new trend is expressed most strik¬ 
ingly in the fact that politics and literature are now combined by 
the same men, and that it is usually the members of the same 
social stratum who practise politics or literature as a profession. 
Literary abilities are regarded as the obvious precondition of 
a political career and political influence is often the reward 
for literary services. The literary politicians and the political 
litterateurs of the July monarchy—men like Guizot, Thiers, 
Michelet, Thierry, Villemain, Cousin, Jouffroy, Nisard—are the 
last descendants of the ‘philosophes’ of the eighteenth century^ 
the writers of the next generation have no political ambitions and 
its politicians no longer have any intellectual influence. Until 
the February revolution, however, political life absorbs all the 
intellectual forces of the time. The gifted young people who 
are barred from a political career owing to lack of means devote 
themselves to journalism; that is now the usual beginning and 
the typical form of a literary career. As a journalist, one not only 
builds oneself a bridge to the world of politics and the world of 
real literature, one often secures a considerable influence, income 
and reputation through journalism itself. Bertin, the chief 
editor of the Journal des Debuts^ is, with his complacency and 
self-confidence, the very embodiment of the July monarchy. He 
is the incarnation of the bourgeois litterateur and the literary 
bourgeois. But literary activity not only becomes a business for 
men like Bertin, but, as Sainte-Beuve remarks, it develops into 
an ‘industry’ for all concerned in its production.^® It becomes 
simply a means of acquiring advertisements and subscribers. The 
connection of literature with the daily press has, according to one 
contemporary, just as revolutionary an effect as the use of steam 
for industrial purposes; the whole output of literature changes its 
character.^® Even if this analogy is exaggerated and the indus- 
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trialization of litei*ature is only a symptom of a universal intel¬ 
lectual development, that is, only expresses a general trend to 
which the artistic production of the period inclines in any case, 
nevertheless, it must be described as an historical event, when 
Emile de Girardin, an unimportant writer but an imaginative 
business man, adopts the idea of the previously completely un¬ 
known Dutacq and founds the newspaper La Prcsse in 1836. The 
epoch-making innovation is that he fixes the subscription at forty 
francs per annum, that is, at half the usual rate, and plans to 
cover the loss witli the income from announcements and adver¬ 
tisements. In the same year, Dutacq founds the Sieclc witli the 
same programme, and the rest of the Paris newspapers follow his 
example. The number of subscribers grows and amounts to 
200,000 in 1846, compared with 70,000 ten yeais before. The 
new undertakings force the editors to compete with each otlior in 
improving the contents of their papers. Tliey have to offer their 
readers as tasty and varied fare as possible, in order to increase 
the attraction of their papers, above all with an eye on the in¬ 
come from advertisements. From now on eveiyone is to find in 
his paper articles in accordance with his taste and interests^ it is 
to become everymaii^s private libraiy and encyclopaedia. 

Apart from specialist contributions, the newspapers carry 
articles of general interest, particularly travel descriptions, scan¬ 
dal stories and law rejxirts. But serial novels are their greatest 
attraction. Everyone reads them, the aristocracy and the bour¬ 
geoisie, polite society and the intelligentsia, young and old, men 
and women, masters and servants. The Presse ojiens the series of 
its Teuilletons’ with the publication of >vorks of Balzac, who sup¬ 
plies it wdth a new novel every year from 1837 to 1847, and of 
Eugfene Sue, who lets it have most of his works. The Sieclc plays 
off Alexandre Dumas against tlje authors of the Presse^ the 
Dumas wdiose Three Musketeers is enormously successful and 
brings considerable profit to the paper. The Journal dcs Dehats 
owes its popularity above all to the Mystkres de Paris by Eugbne 
Sue, who is, after the publication of this novel, one of the 
best-paid authors and one of those most in demand. The Constitu- 
tionnel offers him 100,000 francs for his Jitif Errant^ and hence¬ 
forth this amount is regarded as his standard fee. But Alexandre 
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Dumas still has the biggest income, earning roughly 200,000 
francs yearly and receiving an annual sum of 63,000 francs for 
220,000 linos from the Pressc and the ConstitutionneL To satisfy 
the enormous demand, jx)pular authors now join forces with the 
literary hacks who give them invaluable help in turning out 
standardized products. Whole factories of literature are set up and 
novels are produced almost mechanically. In a court action it is 
proved that Dumas publishes more under his own name than he 
could write even if he were to work day and night without a 
break. In fact, he employs seventy-three collaborators, and 
amongst them one August Maquet, whom he allows to work 
quite independently. Literary work now becomes a ^commodity^ 
in the fullest sense of the word; it has its price tariff, is produced 
according to a pattern and delivered on a day fixed in advance. It 
is a commercial article for which one pays the price it is worth— 
the price it returns. It does not occur to any editor to pay Mr. 
Dumas or Mr. Sue any more than he must and can. The authors 
of the newspaper serials are therefore no more ‘overpaid* than 
the filmstars of today; their prices conform to the demand and 
have nothing to do with the artistic value of what they produce. 

The Presse and the Siicle are the first daily papers to print 
serials, but the idea of publishing a novel in serial form is not 
their property. It comes from Vdron, who already puts it into 
practice in his Revue de Paris founded in 1829.^’^ Buloz takes the 
idea over from him in the Revue des Deux Mondes and in this 
form publishes, amongst other things, novels by Balzac. The 
‘feuilleton’ in itself is, however, older than these periodicals; we 
come across it as early as 1800. The newspapers, which are very 
scanty during the Consulate and the first Empire, owing to tlie 
censorship and tlie other restrictions on the press, publish a 
literary supplement, in order to offer something to their readers. 
To begin with, this represents a kind of chronicle of the social and 
artistic worlds, but develops into a real literary supplement dur¬ 
ing the Restoration. From 1830 stories and travel descriptions are 
its main contents and after 1840 it only carries novels. The 
Second Empire, which imposes a tax of one centime on every copy 
of a paper with a ‘feuilleton’, soon brings the serial novel to ah 
end. It is true that the genre is revived later on, but it has no 
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furtlier influence on the development of literature, compared 
vvilh the deep tracks which it leaves behind in the literature of 
the ’forties. 

The serial novel is intended for just as mixed and recently 
constituted a public as the melodrama or the vaudeville 5 it con¬ 
forms to the same formal principles and aesthetic criteria as the 
contemporary popular stage. The fondness for exaggeration and 
raciness, for the crude and the eccentric, is just as decisive an 
influence on its style of presentationj the most popular subjects 
revolve around seductions and adulteries, acts of violence and 
cruelty. Here, too, as in the melodrama, the characters and the 
plot are stereotyped and constructed in accordance with a set 
pattern.^® The interruption of the story at the end of each instal¬ 
ment, the problem of creating a climax every time and making 
the reader curious for the next instalment, induces the author to 
acquire a kind of stage technique and to take over from the 
dramatist the discontinuous method of presentation in separate 
scenes. Alexandre Dumas, the master of dramatic tension, is also 
a brilliant exponent of the technique of the serial^ for the more 
dramatic the development of a serial novel, the stronger the effect 
it has on its public. But the continuation of the plot from day 
to day, the publication of the separate parts usually without an 
exact plan and without the possibility of altering what has already 
appeared and bringing it into harmony with the later instalments, 
produces, on the other hand, an ‘undramatic’, episodic and impro¬ 
vising narrative style, a never-ending stream of events and an 
unorganic, often contradictory portrayal of the characters. The 
whole art of ‘preparation’, the technique of seemingly natural, 
unforced, unintentional motivation, is lost. The turns in the plot 
and the changes of purpose in the characters often seem to be far¬ 
fetched, and the secondary characters, who turn up in the course 
of the story, often appear much too suddenly, as the author has 
failed to ‘introduce’ them in time. Even Balzac is often guilty of 
introducing characters without preparing the reader for them in 
advance, although it is precisely this improvising technique that 
he finds fault with in the Chartreuse de Parme. With Stendhal, 
however, the careless, loose construction is the result of an 
intrinsically episodic, picaresque and essentially undramatic 
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narrative method, whereas with Balzac, whose ideal is a novel 
with a dramatic form, it is an inadequacy ensuing from his 
journalistic mode of writing, from his hand-to-mouth existence. 
Whether the industrialization of literature is a consequence of 
journalism, however, and the light novel owes its rigid, stereo¬ 
typed character entirely to the newspaper serial, must be left an 
open question; for, as the Empire and Restoration style proves, 
the conventionalization of this form had already been in progress 
for a long time past.*® 

The serial novel signifies an unprecedented democratization 
of literature and an almost complete reduction of the reading 
public to one level. Never has an art been so unanimously recog¬ 
nized by sucli different social and cultural strata and received 
with such similar feelings. Even a Sainte-Beuve praises the 
autlior of the Myst^rcs de Paris for qualities that he regrets to 
find missing in Balzac. The spread of socialism and the growth of 
the reading public go hand in hand, but Eugfene Sue’s demo¬ 
cratic approach and his belief in the social purpose of art only 
partly explain the success of his novels. It is, on the contrary, 
peculiar to hear the favourite of a very largely bourgeois public 
waxing enthusiastic about the ‘noble labourer’ and storming 
furiously about the ‘cruelties of capitalism’. The humanitarian 
aim that he pursues, the revelation of the wounds of the 
diseased social body that he sets himself in his works, explains 
at most the sympathy with which he is treated by the progressive 
press, the Globe, the Democratie pacijlque, the Revue indepen- 
dante, the Phallange and their followers. The majority of his 
readers probably merely take his socialistic tendencies into the 
bargain. But there is no doubt that even this section of the public 
takes for granted the literary treatment of the social problems of 
the day. The idea emphasized by Mme de Stagl, that literature is 
the expression of society, finds universal recognition and becomes 
an axiom of French literary criticism. From 1850 onwards it is 
quite normal to judge a literary work from the point of view of 
its relation to topical political and social problems, and, with the 
exception of the comparatively small group behind the ‘I’art pour 
I’art’ movement, no one is annoyed at seeing art subordinated to 
political ideals. There was probably never a time when so little 
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purely formal, iioii-utilitarian art criticism was practised as 
now. 

Until 1848 the most important and the major part of the 
works of art belong to the activistic, aft(*r IS-I S to the quietistic 
school. Stendhal’s disillusioninent is still aggressive, exti'overtod, 
anarcliistic, wdiereas Flaubert’s acquiescivnce is passive, egocentric 
and nihilistic. Even within the romantic iiiovement, the T’art 
pour I’art’ of Theophile Gautier and Gerard de Nerval is no 
longer the leading tendency. The old unwoj’ldly, mystical and 
mystifying kind of romanticism is dead. Romanticism is con¬ 
tinued, but transformed and reinterpreted. The anti-clerical and 
anti-legitimist tendency which makes itself felt at the end of the 
Restoration develops into a more revolutionary pliilosophy. Most 
of the romantics fall aw^ay fi'om ^pure art’ and go over to the 
Sairit-Simonites and Fourierites.^s The leading personalities— 
Hugo, Lamartine, George Sand—profess an artistic activism and 
place themselves at the dis|Xisal of the ^poj)ular’ art demanded by 
the socialists. The people lias triumplied, and the call is now to 
give expression to the revolutionary change in art as well. Not 
only George Sand and Eugbne Sue become socialists, not only 
Lamartine and Hugo become enthusiastic about the people, even 
writers like Scribe, Dumas, Musset, Merimee and Balzac flirt with 
socialistic ideas.^^ This flirtation soon comes to an end, liowever^ 
for, just as the July monarchy turns away from the democratic 
ideals of the revolution and becomes th(3 regime of the conserva¬ 
tive bourgeoisie, the rcnriantics also fall away from socialism and 
return to their former conception of art, though in a modified 
form. In the end not a single important writer remains loyal to 
the socialist ideal and, for the moment, the cause of ^popular art’ 
seems to be lost. Romantic art quietens down, becomes more 
disciplined and more middle-class. Under the leadersliip of 
Lamartijie, Hugo, Vigny and Musset, there arises, on tin? one 
hand, a conservatively academic, on the other, an elegant salon 
romanticism. The wild and violent rebelliousness of earlier days 
is subdued and the bourgeoisie takes an enthusiastic interest in 
this new romanticism, now partly subject to academic restraints 
and almost ^classical’ in its outlook, partly fused with the dandyism 
of Byron’s disciples.** Sainte-Beuve, Villemain, Buloz, are the 
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highest authorities, the Journal des Debats and tiie Revue das 
Deux Mondcs the official organs of the new, romantically tinged, 
but academically-minded bourgeois literary world.*® 

To some sections of the public, however, romanticism still 
seems too wild and despotic. A new, matter-of-fact, strictly bour¬ 
geois classicism is put in its place, the art of the so-called ‘dcolc 
de bon sens’ and the aesthetic ‘juste-milieu’. Ponsard’s success, 
the revival of the ‘tragedie classique’ and the Rachel vogue are 
the most striking expression of this new school of taste. After the 
‘morbid’ exaggerations and overheated atmosphere there is a 
desire to breathe fresh air again. There is a desire for balanced, 
measured, exemplary characters, for normal, universally under¬ 
standable feelings and passions, for a philosophy of balance, order 
and the middle way, in short, for a literature that forgoes the 
piquancy, bizarre ideas and eccentric style of romanticism. 1843 
is the year in which Lucrecc is a success and the Burgravcs a 
fiascoj and this implies not only the victory of Ponsard over 
Hugo, but also that of vScribe, Dumas and Ingres and their ilk 
over Stendhal, Balzac and Delacroix. The middle class does not 
expect to get violent shocks but entertainment from art; it does 
not see a ‘vates’ in the poet but a ‘maitre de plaisir’. Ingres is 
followed by the endless succession of orthodox but drearily 
academic painters, Ponsard by the reliable but unimportant 
caterers for the state and municipal theatres. Amusement and 
peace and quiet are what is wanted and there is a corresponding 
change in the attitude to ‘pure’, non-political art. 

‘L’art pour Part’ sprang from romanticism and represents one 
of the weapons in its struggle for freedom; it is the result and to 
some extent the sum-total of romantic aesthetic theory. What 
was originally merely a revolt against the classical rules has be¬ 
come a revolt against all external ties, an emancipation from all 
non-artistic, moral and intellectual values. For Gautier artistic 
freedom tdready means independence from the criteria of the 
middle class, a lack of interest in its utilitarian ideals and the 
refusal to co-operate in the realization of these ideals. For the 
romantics ‘Part pour Part’ becomes the ivory tower in which 
they shut themselves off from all practical affairs. They buy the 
peace and superiority of a purely contemplative attitude at the 
S.H.A.— 2 731 <^-2 
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price of an undeistaiiding with the prevailing order. Until 1830 
the middle class hoped that art would promote its ideals, it there¬ 
fore accepted art as a vehicle of political propaganda. ‘Man is not 
created only to sing, believe and love . . . Life is no exile, but a 
call to action . . —writes the Globe in 1825.*® After 1830, how¬ 
ever, the bourgeoisie becomes suspicious of the artist, and prefers 
neutrality to the former alliance. The Reviic des Deux Mondes is 
now of the opinion that it is not necessary, that it is in fact un¬ 
desirable for the artist to liave his own political and social ideas; 
and that is the standpoint represented by the most authoritative 
critics, amongst others Gustave Planche, Nisard and Cousin.*’ 
The middle class makes ‘Part pour Part’ its own; it stresses tlie 
ideal nature of art and the high, superpolitical status of the 
artist. It locks him up in a golden cage. Cousin goes back to tlie 
idea of autonomy in Kant’s philosophy and revives tlie theory of 
the ‘disinterestedness’ of art, and here tlie tendency to specializa¬ 
tion which becomes ascendant with capitalism proves very useful. 
‘L’art pour Part’ is, in fact, partly the expression of the division 
of labour which advances hand in liand with industrialization, 
partly the bulwark of art against the danger of being swallowed 
up by industrialized and mechanized life. It signifies, on the one 
hand, the rationalization, disenchantment and contraction of art, 
but simultaneously the attempt to preserve its individual quality 
and spontaneity, in spite of the universal mechanization of life. 

‘L’art pour Part’ indubitably represents the most involved 
problem in the whole field of aesthetics. Nothing expresses so 
acutely the dualistic, spiritually divided nature of the artistic out¬ 
look. Is art its own end or only the means to an end? This 
question will be answered differently, not only according to the 
particular historical and social situation in which one happens to 
find oneself, but also according to which element in the complex 
structinre of art one concentrates on. The w'ork of art has been 
compared to a window through which life can be seen without 
the necessity of accounting for the structure, transparency and 
colour of the window-pane itself.** According to this analogy, the 
work of art appears to be a mere vehicle of observation and 
knowledge, that is, a pane of glass or an eye-glass of no conse¬ 
quence in itself and merely serving as a means to an end. But 
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just as one can concentrate one’s attention on the structure of the 
window-pane, without paying any attention to the picture dis¬ 
played on the other side of the window, so the work of art can be 
thought of as an independent formal structure existing for its 
own sake, as a coherent and significant entity, complete and per¬ 
fect in itself, and in which all transgressing interpretations, all 
‘looking through the window’, prejudices the appreciation of its 
spiritual coherence. The purpose of the work of art constantly 
wavers between these two points of view, between an immanent 
being, detached from all reality beyond the work itself, and a 
function determined by life, society and practical necessity. From 
the standpoint of the direct aesthetic experience, autonomy and 
self-sufficiency appear to be the essence of the work of art, for 
only by cutting itself off from reality and putting itself com¬ 
pletely in the place of reality, only by forming a total, self-con¬ 
tained cosmos, is it able to produce a perfect illusion. But this 
illusion is in no way the whole content of art and often has no 
share in the effect it produces. The greatest w'orks of art forgo 
the deceptive illusionism of a self-contained ae.sthetic world and 
point beyond themselves. They stand in an immediate relation¬ 
ship to the great problems of their age and are always searching 
for an answer to the questions: How can a purpose be gained from 
human life? and: How can we participate in this purpose? 

The most inexplicable paradox of the work of art is that 
it seems to exist for itself and yet not for itself} that it addresses 
itself to a concrete, historically and sociologically conditioned 
public, but seems, at the same time, to want to have no know¬ 
ledge at all of a public. The ‘fourth wall’ of the stage seems 
at times the most natural premise, at others the most arbitrary 
fiction of aesthetics. The destruction of the illusion by a thesis, a 
moral purpose, a practical intention, which prevents, on the one 
hand, the pure and perfect enjoyment of art, first leads, on the 
other hand, to the real participation of the beholder or the reader 
in the work, taking hold of his whole being. This alternative has, 
however, nothing to do with the actual intention of the artist. 
Even the politically and morally most tendentious work can be 
regarded as pure art, that is, as a mere formal structure, provided 
it is a work of art at all} on the other hand, every artistic product, 
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even one with which its creator has connected no practical inten¬ 
tion of any kind, can be considered the expression and instru¬ 
ment of social causality. Dante’s activism no more excludes a 
purely aesthetic interpretation of the Divine Comedy, than 
Flaubert’s formalism a sociological explanation of Madame 
Bovary and the Education seniimentale. 

The main artistic trends around 1830—‘social’ art, the ‘dcole 
de bon sens’ and ‘I’art pour I’art’—are correlated to one another 
in complicated and usually contradictory ways. The Saint- 
Simonites and the Fourierites are conditioned by these contradic¬ 
tions both in their relationship to romanticism and to bourgeois 
classicism. They reject romanticism because of its fondness for the 
Church and monarchy, its unreal, romanesque outlook, its selfish 
individualism, but chiefly on account of its quietistic principle of 
‘I’art pour I’art’. On the other hand, they sympathize with 
romanticism on account of its liberalism, its principle of artistic 
freedom and spontaneity, its revolt against the classical rules and 
authorities. But they also feel strongly drawn by the naturalistic 
efforts of romanticism; they recognize in this naturalism an 
affinity with their own positive, affirmative, open-minded dis¬ 
position. The affinity between socialism and naturalism explains 
above all their sympathetic attitude to Balzac, whose works they 
judge very kindly especially at the beginning of his career.** An 
equally contradictory attitude to bourgeois classicism is connected 
with these conflicting feelings about romanticism. The acknow¬ 
ledgement of the liberalism in the romantic conception of art 
implies the simultaneous condemnation of the return to classical 
models in bourgeois art, whereas the dislike for the caprices and 
extravagances of romantic poetry, above all of the romantic 
theatre, expresses itself in a partial approval of Ponsard’s classi¬ 
cism.*® Corresponding to this indecision of the socialists, we find, 
on the one hand, the favours of the bourgeoisie divided between 
academic romanticism and Ponsard’s drama, and, on the other 
hand, the wavering of the romantics themselves between activism 
and ‘Part pour Part’. These three tendencies are crossed by yet a 
fourth and historically the most important of them all: the 
naturalism of Stendhal and Balzac. The relationship of this 
naturalism to romanticism is also ambivalent. The ambivalence 
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here corresponds above all to the rift which usually exists be¬ 
tween two successive generations or two consecutive intellectual 
trends. Naturalism is both the continuation and the dissolution of 
romanticism^ Stendhal and Balzac are its most legitimate heirs 
and its most violent opponents. 

Naturalism is not a homogeneous, clear-cut conception of art, 
always based on the same idea of nature, but changes with the 
times, always aiming at a particular and immediate goal, always 
concerned with a concrete task and confining its intei'pretation of 
life to particular phenomena. One professes a belief in natural¬ 
ism, not because one consider a naturalistic representation more 
ai'tistic a priori than a stylizing, but because one discovers a trait, 
a tendency in reality on which one would like to put more 
emphasis, which one would like either to promote or fight 
against. Such a discovery is not itself the result of naturalistic 
observation, on the contrary, the interest in naturalism is the 
result of such a discovery. The 1830 generation begins its literary 
career with the recognition that the structure of society has com¬ 
pletely changed} partly it accepts, partly it opposes this change, 
but, in any case, it reacts to it in an extremely activistic fashion 
and its naturalistic approach is derived from this activism. 
Naturalism is not aimed at reality as a whole, not at ‘nature’ or 
‘life’ in general, but at social life in particular, that is, at that 
province of reality which has become specially important for this 
generation. Stendhal and Balzac make it their task to portray the 
new and changed society} the aim of giving expression to its 
novelties and peculiarities leads them to natimalism and deter¬ 
mines their conception of artistic truth. The social consciousness 
of the generation of 1830, its sensitiveness to phenomena in 
which social interests are at stake, its quick eye for social changes 
and revaluations, make its writers the creators of the social novel 
and modern naturalism. 

The history of the novel begins with the medieval epic of 
chivalry. It is true that this has little to do with the modern novel 
in general, but its cumulative structure, its continuative narra¬ 
tive method stringing together one adventure and one episode 
after another, are the source of a tradition which is maintained 
not only in the picaresque novel, the heroic and pastoral novels of 
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the Renaissance and the baroque, but even in the adventure 
novel of the nineteenth century and, to some extent, in the 
representation of the stream of life and experience in the novels 
of Proust and Joyce. Apart from the general tendency, char¬ 
acteristic of the whole Middle Ages, towards the cumulative 
form, and apart from the Christian conception of life as a non- 
tragic phenomenon which does not come to a head in isolated 
dramatic conflicts, but is more in the nature of a journey with 
many stages, this structure is connected, above all, with the 
recitation of medieval jx)etry and the medieval public’s naive 
hunger for new material. Printing, that is, the direct reading of 
books, and the more concentrated Renaissance conception of art 
bring it about that the expansive narrative style of the Middle 
Ages begins to yield to a more compact, less episodic method of 
presentation. In spite of its still essentially picaresque structure, 
Don Quixote constitutes a criticism of the extravagant novel of 
chivalry even from a purely formal point of view. But the 
decisive change towards a unification and simplification of the 
novel is first brought about by French classicism. It is true that 
the Princcssc dc Clevcs is an isolated example, for the heroic and 
pastoral novels of the seventeenth centurj" still belong to the cate¬ 
gory of the medieval adventure stories with their avalanche-like 
cumulation of episodes^ but in Mine de Lafayette’s masterpiece 
the idea of the love novel, with a uniform plot and a dramatic 
climax, and of the psychological analysis of a single conflict had 
been realized and had become a possibility capable of realization 
at any time. The adventure novel now represents a second-rate 
literary genre5 it stands outside the frontiers of representative 
art and enjoys the advantages of insignificance and irresponsi¬ 
bility. The Grand Cyrus and Astree form the main reading of 
the court aristocracy, but people read them, so to say, in their 
private capacity and indulge in them as it were in a vice, or, at 
any rate, a weakness of which there is no reason to be proud. In 
his funeral oration on Henriette d’Angleterre, Bossuet mentions 
it as praiseworthy in the deceased that she cared little for fashion¬ 
able novels and their silly heroes j that is enough to show how this 
genre was judged in public. Where their private amusements 
w'ere concerned, the aristocracy did not allow' themselves, how- 
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ever, to be guided by the classicistic rules of art, but indulged in 
the enjoyment of adventures and extravaganzas as unrestrainedly 
as ever. 

The novel of the eighteenth century still belongs very largely 
to the diffuse, picaresque genre. Not only Gil Bias and the 
Diablc hoiteux but also Voltaire’s novels, in spite of their limited 
size, are constructed episodically, and Gulliver and Robinson are 
a complete embodiment of the cumulative principle. Even Manon 
Lescaut^ the Vie de Marianne and the Liaisoju dajigcreuses still 
represent transitional forms between the old adventure stories 
and the love novel, which gradually becomes the leading genre 
and begins to dominate the literature of pre-romanticism. With 
Clarissa Harlowe^ the Nouvelle Heloise and Werther^ the drama¬ 
tic principle triumphs in the novel and a development begins 
which is to reach its climax in works like Flaubert’s Madame 
Bovary and Tolstoy’s Anna Karenina, Attention is now concen¬ 
trated on the psychological movement of the story 5 the external 
events are only taken into consideration in so far as they produce 
spiritual reactions. The psychologization of the novel is the most 
striking evidence of the sjriritualization and subjectivization 
through which the culture of the age is passing. The novel of 
character-formation {Bildungsroman)^ which represents the next 
stage in the development and the stylistically most important 
literary form of the century, gives even stronger expression to 
the spiritualizing tendency. The story of the hero’s develoj^rnent 
now becomes the story of the formation of a world. Only an age 
in which individual culture had become the most important 
source of culture altogether could have produced this form of 
the novel, and it had to arise in a country like Germany where 
the roots of a common culture were shallowest. At any rate, 
Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister is the first Bildimgsroman in the 
strict sense of the word, even if the origins of the genre are to be 
found in earlier works, mainly of a picaresque character, such as 
Fielding’s Tom Jones and Sterne’s Tristram Shandy. 

The novel becomes the leading literary genre of the eighteenth 
century, because it gives the most comprehensive and profound 
expression to the cultural problem of the age—the antithesis 
between individualism and society. In no other form do the 
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antagonisms of bourgeois society make themselves felt so in¬ 
tensely, in none are the struggles and defeats of the individual 
described so thrillingly. It was not without reason that Friedrich 
Schlegel called the novel the romantic genre par excellence. 
Romanticism sees in it the most satisfactory representation of the 
conflict between the individual and the world, dreams and real 
life, poetry and prose, and the deepest expression of the acqui¬ 
escence which it regards as the only solution of this conflict. In 
Wilhelm Mcister, Goethe finds a solution diametrically opjwsed 
to the romantic; and his work is not only the culmination of the 
history of the novel in the eighteenth century, not only the 
prototype from which the most representative creations of the 
genre, the Rouge et Noir, the Illusions perdues, the ^.ducation 
sentimentale and the Gruene Heinrich, can be derived directly or 
indirectly, but also the first important criticism of romanticism as 
a way of life. Goethe here points, and this is the real message of 
the work, to tlie absolute sterility of the romantic turning away 
from reality; he emphasizes that one can only do the world jus¬ 
tice if one is spiritually bound up with it, and that one can only 
reform it from inside. He by no means conceals and glosses over 
the discrepancy between the inner spirit and the outer world, 
between the spiritual self and conventional reality, but he recog¬ 
nizes and proves that the romantic contempt for the world is an 
evasion of the real problem.®^ The Goethean demand that man 
should live with the world and in accordance with the rules of 
the world was trivialized by later bourgeois literature and turned 
into a summons to co-operate unconditionally with the world. 
Tlie peaceable, but by no means absolute adaptation of the indi¬ 
vidual to the given situation was transformed into a cringing 
spirit of indiscriminate tolerance and a utilitarian secularism. 
Goethe had a share in this development only in so far as he did 
not perceive the impossibility of a peaceful reconciliation of the 
antitheses and only in so far as his somewhat frivolous optimism 
offered itself automatically as the ideology of the bourgeois policy 
of appeasement. Stendhal and Balzac saw the prevailing tensions 
much more acutely and judged the situation with a greater sense 
of reality than Goethe. The social novel, in which they recorded 
their insights, was a step which not only led beyond the romantic 
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novel of disillusionment but also beyond Goethe’s Bildungs- 
roman. In their attitude both the romantic contempt for the 
world and Goethe’s criticism of romanticism were quashed. Their 
pessimism resulted from an analysis of society which was quite 
clear of illusions about the possibility of solving the social 
problem. 

The realism with which Stendhal and Balzac described the 
situation, their understanding of the dialectic which was moving 
society, was unparalleled in the literature of their time, but the 
idea of the social novel was in the air. Sub-titles like ‘Scenes from 
polite society’ or ‘Scenes from private life’ are met with long 
before Balzac. ‘Many young people describe things just as they 
happen daily in the provinces . . . Not much art but a good deal 
of truth results,’ writes Stendhal with reference to the society 
novel of his day.^^ There had long been omens and experiments 
everywhere, but with Stendhal and Balzac the social novel 
becomes the modern novel and it now appears quite impossible to 
portray a character in isolation from society and to allow him to 
develop outside a definite social milieu. The facts of social life 
make their way into the human consciousness and can no longer 
be displaced from it. The greatest literary creations of the nine¬ 
teenth century, the works of Stendhal, Balzac, Flaubert, Dickens, 
Tolstoy and Dostoevsky, are social novels, whatever other cate¬ 
gory they may belong to. The social definition of the characters 
becomes the criterion of their reality and credibility and the 
social problems of their life first make them suitable subjects for 
the new naturalistic novel. It is this sociological conception of 
man that the writers of the 1830 generation discovered for the 
novel and which was what most interested a thinker like Marx in 
the works of Balzac. 

Stendhal and Balzac are both stern, often malicious critics of 
the society of their time5 but the one criticizes it from the liberal, 
the other from the conservative standpoint. In spite of his 
reactionary views, Balzac is the more progressive artist; he sees the 
structure of middle-class society more acutely and describes the 
tendencies at work in it more objectively than the politically 
more radical but in his whole thinking and feeling more con¬ 
tradictory Stendhal. There is probably no other example in the 
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whole history of art which makes it so clear that the service an 
artist renders to progress depends not so much on his personal 
convictions and sympathies as on the power with which he por¬ 
trays the problems and contradictions of social reality. Stendhal 
judges his age according to the already out-of-date concepts of the 
eighteenth century, and fails to recognize the historical sig¬ 
nificance of capitalism. It is true that Balzac considers even these 
concepts much too progressive, but he cannot help describing 
scx:iety in his novels in such a way as to make a return to pre¬ 
revolutionary conditions and ideas appear absolutely unthinkable. 
Stendhal regards the culture of the enlightenment, the intel¬ 
lectual world of Diderot, Helv^tius and Holbach, as exemplary 
and immortal 5 he considers its decline a passing phenomenon 
and dates its future revival from the day when he expects his 
own rehabilitation as an artist to take place. Balzac, on the other 
hand, sees that the old culture has already broken up, recognizes 
that the aristocracy itself has furthered the process and regards 
this in itself as a sign of the irresistible progress of capitalism, 
Stendhal’s outlook is essentially political and, in his descri])tions 
of society, he concentrates his attention on the 'mechanism of the 
state’.Balzac, on tlie other hand, bases his social structure on 
economics, and, to some extent, anticipates the doctrines of his¬ 
torical materialism. He is perfectly aware that the actual forms of 
science, art and morality, as well as of politics, are functions of 
material reality and that bourgeois culture, with its individualism 
and rationalism, has its roots in the economic structure of capi¬ 
talism. The fact that feudal conditions are more in accordance 
with his ideal than bourgeois-capitalist conditions does not in any 
way affect the fruitfulness of this insight. In spite of his enthu¬ 
siasm for the old monarchy, the Catholic Church and aristocratic 
society, the realism and materialism of this wwld-view acts as 
one of the intellectual ferments by which the last remains of 
feudalism are dissolved. 

Stendhal’s novels are political chronicles: Rouge et Noir is the 
story of French society during the Restoration, the Gimrtrcuse 
de Parme a picture of Europe under the rule of the Holy Alli¬ 
ance, Lucien Leuweri the socio-historical analysis of the July mon¬ 
archy. Novels with a historical and political background had also 
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existed in earlier times, of course, but it would never have 
occurred to anyone before Stendhal to make the political system 
of his own age the real subject of a novel. No one before him had 
been so conscious of the historical moment, no one felt so strongly 
as he did that history is made up purely and simply of such 
moments and constitutes a continuous chronicle of the genera¬ 
tions. Stendhal experiences his own age as a time of unfulfill ed 
promise and expectations, of unexploited energies and dis¬ 
appointed talents. He experiences it as an awful tragi-comedy, in 
which the parvenu middle class plays just as pitiable a r61e as the 
conspiring aristocracy, as a cruel political drama, in which all the 
players are only intriguers, no matter whether they are called 
ultras or liberals. He asks himself whether in a world like this, in 
which everyone lies and plays the hypocrite, any means is not 
good enough, provided it leads to success? The main thing is not 
to be the deceived, that is, to lie and simulate better than the 
others. All Stendhal’s great novels revolve around the problem of 
hypocrisy, around the secret of how to deal with men and how 
to rule the world; they are all in the nature of text-books of 
political realism and courses of instruction in political amoralism. 
In his critique of Stendhal, Balzac already remarks that the Char¬ 
treuse de Parme is a new Principe, which Machiavelli himself, if 
he had lived as an Emigre in the Italy of the nineteenth century, 
would not have been able to write any differently. Julien Sorel’s 
Machiavellian motto, ‘Qui veut les fins veut les moyens’, here 
acquires its classical formulation, as used repeatedly by Balzac 
himself j namely that one must accept the rules of the world’s 
game, if one wants to count in the world and to take part in 
the play. 

For Stendhal the new society differs from the old above all by 
reason of its forms of government, the shift of power and the 
change in the political significance of the classes; for him the 
capitalistic system is the result of the political reconstruction. He 
describes French society at a stage of development where the 
middle class has already acliieved economic supremacy, but still 
has to fight for its position in society. Stendhal portrays this 
struggle from a subjective, personal point of view, in the way 
that it presents itself to the rising intelligentsia. Julien Sorel’s 
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homelessness is the leitmotif of his whole work, the theme that 
he merely varies and modulates in his other novels, above all in 
the Chartreuse de Parme and in Lucien Lcuwen. The social prob¬ 
lem consists for him in the fate of those ambitious young people, 
rising from the lower classes and uprooted by their education, 
who find themselves without money and without comiections at 
the end of the revolutionary period, and who, deluded, on the 
one hand, by the opportunities of the Revolution, on the other, 
by Napoleon’s good fortune, want to play a rdle in society in 
accordance with their talents and ambitions. But they now dis¬ 
cover that all power, all influence, all important posts are held by 
the old nobility and the new financial aristocracy and tliat superior 
gifts and greater intelligence are being displaced everywhere 
by mediocrity. The principle of the Revolution, that everyone 
is the architect of his own fortune, an idea that was absolutely 
foreign to the ancien regime but all the more familiar to the 
revolutionarj' youth of the time, loses its validity. Twenty years 
earlier the fate of Julien Sorel would have shaped itself quite dif¬ 
ferently; at twenty-five he would have become a colonel, at 
thirty-five a general—that is what we are told again and again. 
He was born too late or too early, and stands between the times, 
just as he stands between the classes. Where does he belong, 
whose side is he really on? It is the old familiar question, the prob¬ 
lem of romanticism, coming up again and it remains as unsolved 
as ever. Tlte romantic source of Stendhal’s political ideas is prob¬ 
ably revealed most clearly in the fact that he bases his hero’s 
claim to success and position merely on the prerogative of talent, 
intelligence and energy. In his criticism of the Restoration and 
in his apologia for the Revolution, he bases his argument on the 
conviction that it is only in the people that real vitality and 
energy are still to be found. He regards the circumstances of tlie 
notorious murder committed by the seminarist Berthet, which he 
uses as a motif in Rouge et Noir, as evidence that the great men 
will henceforth proceed from those vigorous lower classes which 
are still capable of real passion, and to which not only Berthet, 
but also, as he now stresses, Napoleon, belonged. 

In this way, the conscious class struggle is now ushered into 
literature proper. The conflict between the various strata of 
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society had already been described by great writers in earlier 
ages, of course; to be true to life, no portrayal of social realities 
could omit to consider it. But the real meaning of the struggle 
was not realized either by the literary characters or even by their 
creators. The slave, the serf and the peasant even appeared com¬ 
paratively frequently in the older literature—^usually as comic 
figures—and the plebeian was described not only as the repre¬ 
sentative of a sluggish element of society, but also, as for example 
in Marivaux’s Paysan parvenu, as an upstart; a representative of 
the lower classes, that is, of the classes below the middle section 
of the bourgeoisie, never came forward, however, as the pioneer 
of a disfranchized class. Julien Sorel is the first hero in a novel to 
be constantly aware of his plebeian birth, and to regard every 
success as a victory over the ruling class and every defeat as a 
humiliation. He cannot even forgive Mme de Rdnal, the one 
woman he really loves, for being rich and belonging to the class 
against which he imagines he must for ever be on his guard. In 
his relation to Mathilde de la Mole the class conflict can no longer 
be distinguished at all from the conflict between the sexes. And 
the speech which he addresses to his judges is nothing but a 
proclamation of the class war, a challenge to his enemies with his 
neck already under the axe: ‘Gentlemen,’ he says, ‘I have not the 
honour to belong to your social class. You see in me a peasant in 
revolt against the baseness of his fate ... I see men who would 
like in my person to punish and dishearten for ever that class of 
young people who, born in a lowly and poverty-stricken class, 
had the chance to educate themselves and the cotu’age to associate 
with those circles which the arrogance of the rich calls society 
. . .’ And yet, the author is not only and perhaps not even 
primarily concerned with the class struggle; his sympathy is be¬ 
stowed not simply on the poor and the disfranchised, but on 
society’s brilliantly gifted, sensitive stepchildren, on the victims 
of the heartless, unimaginative ruling class. Hence Julien Sorel, 
the peasant’s son, Fabrice del Dongo, the descendant of an age- 
old aristocratic family, and Lucien Leuwen, the heir of a fortune 
of millions, appear as allies, as fellow-combatants and fellow- 
sufferers sharing a feeling of strangeness and homelessness in this 
common and prosaic world. The Restoration created conditions in 
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which conformity is the only way to success and in which no one 
can any longer breathe and move about freely, whatever his 
descent. 

The common destiny of Stendhal’s heroes does not, however, 
alter the fact that the class struggle is the sociological source of 
the new type of hero and that Fabrice and Lucien are nothing 
but ideological transcriptions of Julien, variations of the ‘indig¬ 
nant plebeian’, species of the ‘unfortunate who wages war 
against the whole of society’. The figure of Fabrice del Dongo 
would be no more conceivable than that of Julien Sorel without 
the existence of a middle class threatened by reaction and of that 
intelligentsia condemned to passivity, to which Stendhal himself 
belongs. Henri Beyle, the functionary of the Imperial army, is 
placed on half-pay in 1815; for years he applies for a new posi¬ 
tion, but cannot even get a job as librarian. He lives in voluntary 
exile far away from France and the possibilities of a career, as one 
whose life has been shipwrecked. He hates reaction, but always, 
whenever he speaks of freedom, thinks only of himself, always 
of the right to ‘pursue his happiness’. The happiness of the 
individual, happiness in a purely epicurean sense, is for him the 
aim of all political endeavour. His liberalism is the result of his 
personal destiny, of his education, of the antagonism to society 
bred by childhood experiences, of his lack of success in life, not of 
a genuinely democratic feeling. He is an ‘enfant de gauche’*®— 
partly as the victim of his Oedipus complex, but also as the 
pupil of his grandfather who, as a faithful disciple of the 
eighteenth-century ‘philosophes’, transmits the spirit of the 
enlightenment to him. His failures keep this spirit alive in him, 
turn him into a rebel; but emotionally he is an individualist and 
an aristocrat, a stranger to all herd instincts. His romantic hero- 
worship, his glorification of the strong, gifted, extraordinary per¬ 
sonality, his conception of the ‘happy few’, his morbid aversion 
to everything plebeian, his aestheticism and dand 3 rism are all 
expressions of a supersensitive, complacently aristocratic taste. 
He is afraid of the republic, refuses to have anything to do with 
the masses, loves comfort and luxury, and sees the ideal political 
state of affairs in a constitutional monarchy which assures the 
intellectual of a carefree existence. He loves the cultured salons, 
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a life of leisure and enjoyment, well-bred, frivolous and intelli¬ 
gent people. He fears that the republic and democracy will im¬ 
poverish and shed a pall of gloom over life, lead to the victory of 
the coarse, uncxrltivated masses over refined, cultured society 
with its sophisticated pleasure in tlie beauties of life. ‘I love the 
people and hate the oppressors,’ he said, ‘but it would be torture 
for me always to have to live with the people.’ 

Despite the sympathy that Stendhal feels for Julien Sorel, he 
follows him with a strictly critical eye, and, for all his admiration 
for the genius and purity of the young rebel, does not allow us to 
overlook his reservations concerning his plebeian nature. He 
understands his bitterness, he shares his contempt for society, he 
approves his unscrupulous hypocrisy and his refusal to co-operate 
with the people surrounding him, but what he in no way under¬ 
stands and approves of is the ‘folle mc'fiance’, the morbid degrad¬ 
ing suspicions of the plebeian tormented by inferiority complexes 
and feelings of resentment, his impotent, blind vindictiveness, 
his ugly, disfiguring jealousy. The description of Julien’s feel¬ 
ings after the letter with Mathilde’s declaration of love shows 
most unmistakably the distance separating Stendhal from his 
hero. It actually constitutes the key to the whole novel and 
reminds us that the story of Julien Sorel is no mere personal 
confession on the part of the author. Confronted with this mono- 
maniacal suspicion, the writer is overcome rather by a feeling of 
strangeness, awe and horror. ‘Julien’s look was cruel, his counten¬ 
ance hideous,’ he says quite unsympathetically, without the 
slightest attempt to excuse him. Can it never have occurred to 
Stendhal that society’s greatest sin against Julien was precisely 
tliat it made him so suspicious, and so unhappy, so inhuman in 
his suspiciousness? 

Stendhal’s political views are just as full of contradictions as 
the circumstances of his life. By descent he belongs to the upper 
middle class, but, as a result of his education, he becomes its 
antagonist. He holds quite an important official position under 
Napoleon, takes part in the Emperor’s last campaigns, is perhaps 
deeply impressed but by no means enthusiastic—^lie still has his 
reservations about the violent despot and the ruthless con¬ 
queror. »• For him, too, the Restoration at first means peace and 
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the end of the long, restless, uncertain period of the Revolution j 
to begin with, he feels in no way strange and uncomfortable in 
the new France. But as he gradually becomes aware of the hope¬ 
lessness of his existence on half-pay and the Restoration reveals 
its true face, his hatred and loathing of the new rdgime grows 
and, at the same time, his enthusiasm for Napoleon. His weakness 
for the good, comfortable life makes him an apponent of social 
levelling, but his poverty and lack of success keep alive his mis¬ 
trust and hostility towards the prevailing oi-der and prevent him 
from coming to terms with reaction. These two tendencies are 
constantly present in Stendhal’s mind and, according to tlie par¬ 
ticular circumstances of his life, now one, now the other comes 
into the foreground. During the period of tlie Restoration, which 
is unsuccessful for him, his dissatisfaction and political radicalism 
grow; but as soon as liis personal circumstances improve, he calms 
down and the rebel becomes the champion of order and a 
moderate conservative.®’ Rouge etNoiris still the confession of an 
uprooted rebel, whereas the Chartreuse de Parme is already the 
work of a man who has found inward peace and quiet .strength in 
renunciation.®* A tragedy has turned into a tragi-comedy, the 
genius of hatred into a philanthropic, almost conciliatoiy wisdom 
and frank, superior sense of Inmiour, surveying everything with 
relentless objectivity, but recognizing at the same time the rela¬ 
tivity of all things and the weakness of everything human. There 
is no doubt that this results in a note of frivolity creeping into his 
writing, something of the tolerance of ‘to understand all is to for¬ 
give all’; but how remote Stendhed is from the conformity of the 
later bourgeoisie that forgives everything within and nothing 
outside its conventions. What a difference of values! What enthu¬ 
siasm in Stendhal for youth, courage, intellect, the need for 
happine.ss, for the talent to enjoy and to create happiness, and 
what weariness, what boredom, what fear of happiness in the 
successful and established bourgeoisie! ‘I should be happier than 
the others, because I possess everything that they have not . . .’ 
says Count Mosca. ‘But let us be honest, this idea must disfigure 
my smile . . . must give me an expression of selfishnc'ss and self- 
satisfaction . . . How charming, on the other hand, is his smile! 
[He means Fabrice.] He has the expression of the easy happiness 
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of early youth and creates it in others.’ And yet Mosca is by no 
means a scoundrel. He is only weak and he has sold himself. But 
Stendhal makes a great effort to understand him. Indeed, he 
already asked himself in Rouge et Noir: ‘Who knows what one 
goes through on the way to a great deed?’—‘Danton stole, 
Mirabeau sold himself. Napoleon stole millions in Italy, without 
wliich he would hardly have made any progress . . . Only 
Lafayette never stole. Must one steal, must one sell oneself?’ 
Stendhal is here obviously not merely worried about Napoleon’s 
millions: he discovers the inexorable dialectic of actions condi¬ 
tioned by material reality, the materialism of all existence and all 
practical hfe. A shattering discovery for a born, though inhibited, 
romantic. 

In no representative of the nineteenth century are the seduc¬ 
tions of romanticism and resistance to it distributed so equally as 
in Stendhal. This is the origin of the lack of harmony in his 
political philosophy. Stendhal is a strict rationalist and positivist^ 
he finds all metaphysics, all mere speculation and idealism of the 
German kind, strange and loathsome. For him the embodiment of 
morality, the essence of intellectual integrity, consists in the effort 
‘to see clearly in that which is’, that is to say, it consists in resist¬ 
ance to the temptations of superstition and self-deception. ‘Her 
fiery imagination sometimes veiled things from her eyes,’ he says 
of one of his favourite characters, the Duchess Sanseverina, ‘but 
the arbitrary illusions prompted by cowardice were foreign to 
her.’ In his eyes, the highest ideal in life is that cherished by 
Voltaire and Lucretius: to live free from fear. His atheism con¬ 
sists in the fight against the despot of the Bible and mythology, 
and is only one form of the passionate realist’s constant struggle 
against lies and deception. His loathing for all rhetoric and 
emotioncdism, for big words and phrases, for the colourful, 
luxm-iant, emphatic style of Chateaubriand and de Maistre, his 
fondness for the clear, objective, dry style of the ‘civil code’, for 
‘good definitions’, for short, precise, colomless sentences, all this 
is the expression of his stern, uncompromising and, as Bourget 
says, ‘heroic’ materialism—of the desire to see clearly and to 
make others see clearly in that which is. All exaggeration and 
ostentation is suspect and alien to him, and even though he is 
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often enthusiastic, he is never bombastic. It has been noted, for 
example, that he never says ‘freedom’ but always merely ‘the 
two chambers and the freedom of the press’j** this, too, is a sign 
of his dislike for everything that is unreal and sounds over¬ 
excited and it is also part of his fight against romanticism and his 
own romantic feelings. 

For, emotionally, Stendhal is a romanticj ‘it is true that he 
thinks like Helv^tius, but he feels like Rousseau’.*® His heroes 
are disillusioned idealists, passionate dare-devils and unspoilt 
children, unsullied by the filth of life. They are, like their famous 
ancestor Saint-Preux, lovers of solitude and secluded heights, 
where they can dream in peace and devote themselves to their 
memories. Their dreams, their recollections, their most secret 
thoughts, are filled with tenderness. That is the great power 
counter-balancing reason in Stendhal, the source of the purest 
poetry and the deepest magic in his work. But his romanticism is 
by no means always pure poetry and pure, unmixed art. It is, on 
the contrary, full of romanesque, fantastic, morbid and macabre 
traits. His cult of genius does not in any w'ay consist merely in an 
enthusiasm for greatness and the superhuman, but at the same 
time in a joy in the extravagant and the strange^ his glorification 
of the ‘dangerous life’ does not signify merely a reverence for 
fearlessness and heroism, but also a toying w'ith wickedness and 
crime. Rouge et Noir is, if you like, a thriller with a spicy and 
creepy ending, the Chartreuse de Parme an adventin-e novel full 
of surprises, miraculous rescues, cruelties and melodramatic 
situations. ‘Beylism’ is not merely a religion of power and beauty, 
but also a cult of pleasure and a gospel of force—a variant of 
romantic satanism. The whole of Stendhal’s analysis of present- 
day culture is romanticj it is inspired by Rousseau’s enthusiasm 
for the state of nature, but it constitutes, at the same time, an 
exaggerated and a negative Rousseauism, lamenting, as it does, 
not only the loss of spontaneity in modern civilization but also 
the drying up of the courage needed to commit great and pic¬ 
turesque crimes. Stendhal’s Bonapartism is the best illustration of 
the complex and to some extent still very romantic character of 
his mind. Apart from the aestheticising glorification of the 
genius, this cult of Napoleon consists, on the one hand, in an 
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appreciation of the upstart and the will to rise in society, on the 
other, in a sense of solidarity with the defeated, with the victim 
of reaction and the powers of darkness. For Stendhal, Napoleon is 
partly the little lieutenant who becomes the ruler of the world, 
the youngest son of the fairy tale, who solves the riddle and 
obtains the king’s daughter, partly the eternal martyr and 
spiritual hero who is too good for this corrupt world and perishes 
as its victim. The immoralism and satanism of the romantic atti¬ 
tude are also intermingled in this cult of Napoleon and transform 
it from an apotheosis of greatness in good and evil, from an 
admiration of greatness, in spite of the evil that it is often forced 
to cause, into a cult of greatness precisely because of its readiness 
to commit evil and even crime. Stendhal’s Napoleon is, like his 
Sorel, one of the ancestors of Raskolnikovj they are the embodi¬ 
ment of what Dostoevsky understood by Western individualism 
and made the cause of his hero’s ruin. 

Stendhal’s resignation, too, has many romantic characteristics 
and is more directly connected with the romantic novel of dis¬ 
illusionment than Balzac’s cold, clear-headed pessimism. But 
Stendhal’s novels end just as badly as Balzac’s; the difference lies 
in the manner, not in the degree, of the resignation. His heroes 
are also defeated: they, too, perish miserably or, what is still 
worse, are forced to capitulate and compromise; they die young 
or withdraw in disillusionment from the world. But in the end 
they are all tired of life, exhausted, worried to death, burnt out, 
they all give up the struggle and come to terms with society. 
Julien’s death is a kind of suicide, and the end of the Chartreuse 
de Parme is just as melancholy a defeat. The note of renunciation 
is already sounded in Armance, where the motif of impotence is 
the unmistakable symbol of the estrangement from which all 
Stendhal’s heroes suffer. The motif has its after-effect in the con¬ 
viction of the young Fabrice that he is incapable of real love and 
in Julien’s doubts as to his talent for love. In any case, he is a 
stranger to the bliss and self-extinguishing power of the erotic, 
the complete absorption in the moment and perfect self-forget¬ 
fulness of devotion to the beloved. For Stendhal’s heroes the 
present has no blessedness; happiness always lies behind them 
and they think of it only when it is already past. There is no 
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more moving evidence of StendhaPs tragic conception of life 
than the grief that lies in Julien’s realization that the days of 
Vergy and Verriferes, which were lived through unconsciously 
and unappreciated, which have vanished inevitably and for ever, 
were the most beautiful, the best and the most precious thing 
that life had to offer. Only the passing of things makes us aware 
of their valuer only in the shadow of death does Julien learn to 
value life and the love of Mme de R6nal, and only in prison does 
Fabrice discover genuine happiness and real, spiritual freedom. 
Who knows, Rilke once asked in front of a lion’s cage, where 
freedom is—in front of or behind the railings?—a genuinely 
Stendhalien and extremely romantic question. 

In spite of his dislike for the colourful and emphatic style, 
Stendhal is an heir of romanticism even from a formal point of 
view, and in a much stricter sense than more or less every 
modern artist. The classical ideal of unity, concentration and sub¬ 
ordination of the parts under the control of a leading idea and of 
the steady development of the theme, free from subjective 
arbitrariness and always taking the reader into consideration, is 
completely displaced in his work by a conception of art which is 
dominated entirely by self-expression and which strives to repro¬ 
duce the material of experience as directly, as genuinely and as 
authentically as possible. Stendhal’s novels seem like a collection 
of entries in a diary and sketches, attempting above all to hold 
fast the motions of the mind, the mechanism of the feelings and 
the intellectual labour of the author. Expression, confession, sub¬ 
jective communication, is the real aim, and the stream of experi¬ 
ence, the rhythm of the stream of experience itself, the real 
subject of the novels what the stream carries and drags along 
with it seems almost immaterial. 

Practically all modern, post-romantic art is the fruit of im- 
provisation^ it is all contingent on the idea that feelings, moods 
and inspirations are more fruitful and more directly related to 
life than artistic intelligence, critical deliberation and the precon¬ 
ceived plan. Consciously or unconsciously, the whole modern 
conception of art is based on the belief that the most valuable 
elements of the work of art are the product of windfalls and 
flights of fancy, in a word, gifts of a mysterious inspiration, and 
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that the artist does best to allow himself to be carried along by his 
own power of invention. That is why the invention of details 
plays such a pre-eminent part in modern art, and why the 
impression that it arouses is dominated by the wealth of unex¬ 
pected turns and unanticipated secondary motifs. Compared with 
those of his predecessors, Beethoven’s works already seem the 
product of improvisation, although the creations of the older 
masters, and above all those of Mozart, arose more uncon¬ 
cernedly, more easily and more in accordance with direct in¬ 
spiration than the carefully prepared compositions of Beethoven, 
which are often based on numerous preliminary sketches. 
Mozart always seems to be guided by an objective, inevitable and 
unalterable plan, whereas in Beethoven’s work every theme, 
every motif and every note sounds as if the composer were say¬ 
ing ‘because I feel it like this’, ‘because I hear it like this’ and 
‘because I wish to have it so’. The works of the older masters are 
well-articulated and well-constructed compositions, with plain, 
neat, well-rounded melodies, whereas the creations of Beethoven 
and later composers are recitatives, outcries from the depths of a 
troubled heart. 

In his Port-Royal^ Sainte-Beuve remarks that in the age of 
classicism that writer was regarded as the greatest, who created 
the most finished, the clearest and the most pleasant work, 
whereas we, the moderns, look in a writer above all for stimula¬ 
tion, that is, for opportunities to join in the writer’s dreams and 
creative activity. Our most popular writers are those who only 
hint at many things and always leave something unsaid that we 
have to guess, explain and complete for ourselves. For us the 
uncompleted, inexhaustible, indefinable work is the most attrac¬ 
tive, the most profound and the most expressive. Stendhal’s 
whole psychological art is aimed at stimulating the reader to 
co-operate, to take an active part in the author’s observations 
and analyses. There are two different methods of psychological 
analysis. French classicism is based on a uniform conception of 
character, and develops the various spiritual attributes from an 
inherently invariable substance. The convincing force of the re¬ 
sulting portrait is due to the logical consistency of the features, 
but the picture itself represents more the ‘mythos’ than the 
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portrait of the person. The characters of classical literature do not 
gain in interest and probability from the reader’s self-observa¬ 
tion; they are impressive on account of the greatness and acute¬ 
ness of their lines, they are intended to be looked at and admired, 
not to be verified and interpreted. Stendhal’s psychological 
method, which is equally described as analytical, although it is 
diametrically opposed to the classical method, is not based on the 
unity of the personality, but on his or her various manifestations, 
and does not stress the outlines, but the shades and valeurs of the 
picture. The portrait is here made up of a mass of details which, 
in association, usually make such a contradictory and unfinished 
impression on the reader that he is constantly directed to add the 
traits of his self-observation and to interpret the complex and 
chaotic picture in his own way. For the age of classicism the uni¬ 
formity and clarity of a character was the criterion of its authen¬ 
ticity, whereas now the impression made by a character is all the 
more live and convincing, the more complicated and rhapsodic it 
is, the more scope it leaves for the reader to add details from his 
own experience. 

The Stendhalien technique of ‘petits faits vrais’ does not 
imply that spiritual life is made up of a mass of small, ephemeral, 
intrinsically irrelevant phenomena, but that human character is 
incalculable and indefinable, and that it contains innumerable 
featimes apt to modify the abstract idea of its nature and to break 
up its unity. To stimulate the reader to join in the process of 
observation and composition, and to admit the inexhaustibility of 
the subject, signifies one and the same thing, namely, doubt in 
the ability of art to master the whole of reality. The complexity 
of modern psychology is merely a sign of our impotence to 
understand the modern man in the way that classicism under¬ 
stood the man of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. But 
to exclaim in the face of this inadequacy, as Zola did, ‘life is 
simpler’,** would amount to sheer blindness to the complex 
nature of modern life. For Stendhal, the psychological complica¬ 
tion results from the growing self-consciousness of contemporary 
man, from his passionate self-observation, from the vigilance 
with which he follows all the motions of his heart and mind. 
When it is said, in Rouge et Noir, that ‘man has two souls within 
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himself’, the author does not yet mean, however, the discord and 
self-estrangement of Dostoevsky, but simply the dualism which 
consists in the fact that the intellectual of our day is both a man 
of action and an observer, an actor and also his own audience. 
Stendhal knows the source of his greatest happiness and his worst 
misery: the reflexivity of his spiritual life. When he loves, enjoys 
beauty, feels free and unconstrained, he realizes not only the 
bliss of these feelings but, at the same time, the happiness of 
being aware of this happiness.** But now that he ought to be 
completely absorbed by his happiness and feel redeemed from 
all his limitations and inadequacies, he is still full of prob¬ 
lems and doubts: Is that the whole story?—he asks himself. Is 
that what they call love? Is it possible to love, to feel, to be 
delighted and yet to observe oneself so coolly and so calmly? 
Stendhal’s answer is by no means the usual one, which assumes 
the existence of an insurmountable gulf between feeling and 
reason, passion and reflexion, love and ambition, but is based on 
the assumption that modern man simply feels diflFerently, is 
enraptured and enthusiastic differently from a contemporary of 
Racine or Rousseau. For them, spontaneity and reflexivity of the 
emotions were incompatible, for Stendhal and his heroes they are 
quite inseparable; none of their passions is so strong as the desire 
to be constantly calling themselves to account for what is going 
on inside them. Compared with the older literature, this self- 
consciousness implies just as profound a change as Stendhal’s 
realism, and the overcoming of classical-romantic psychology is 
just as strictly one of the preconditions of his art as the abolition 
of the alternative between the romantic escape from the world 
and the anti-romantic belief in the world. 

Balzac’s characters are more coherent, less contradictory and 
problematical than Stendhal’s; they signify to some extent a re¬ 
turn to the psychology of classical and romantic literatme. They 
are monomaniacs ruled by a single passion, who seem, with every 
step they take and with every word they speak, to follow an abso¬ 
lute command. But it is curious that their credibility is not in any 
way prejudiced by this compulsion and that they are more real 
than Stendhal’s characters, despite the fact that the latter corre¬ 
spond, with their antinomies, much more exactly to our psycho- 
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logical ideas. We are here, as everyTvhere in Balzac, faced by the 
mystery of an art the overwhelming influence of which is, in 
view of the absolutely unequal value of its constituent elements, 
one of the most inexplicable phenomena in the histoiy of litera¬ 
ture. Incidentally, Balzac’s characters are by no means always so 
simple as they are usually described^ their maniacal one-sided- 
ness is often connected with an extraordinary wealth of individual 
traits. They are certainly less complex and ‘interesting’ than 
Stendhal’s heroes, but they make a more lively, more unmis¬ 
takable and unforgettable impression. 

Balzac has been called the literary portraitist par excellence, 
and the incomparable effect of his art has been attributed to the 
power of his character descriptions. In fact, one thinks, in speak¬ 
ing of Balzac, above all of the human jungle of his novels, of the 
abundance and variety of the characters he sets in motion; but 
he is not interested primarily in the psychological aspect. If one 
attempts to explain the sources of his world, one is forced con¬ 
stantly to revert to his sociology and to speak of the material pre¬ 
suppositions of his intellectual cosmos. For him, in contrast to 
Stendhal, Dostoevsky or Proust, there is something more esssen- 
tial and irreducible than spiritual reality. For him a character in 
itself is unimportant} he only becomes interesting and significant 
as the agent of a social group, as the bearer of a conflict between 
antitlietical, class-conditioned interests. Balzac himself always 
speaks of his characters as of natural phenomena, and when he 
wants to describe his artistic intentions, he never speaks of his 
psychology, but always of his sociology, of his natural history of 
society and of the function of the individual in the life of the 
social body. He became, anyhow, the master of the social novel, 
if not as the ‘doctor of the social sciences’, as he described himself, 
yet as the founder of the new conception of man, according to 
which ‘the individual exists only in relation to society’. In the 
Recherche de Vabsolu, he says that just as one can reconstruct a 
whole world from a geological find, so every monument of cul¬ 
ture, every dwelling house, every mosaic, in the expression of a 
whole society; everything is an expression of and bears witness to 
the great universal social process. He is overcome by a transport 
of ecstasy, as he considers this social causality, this inescapable 
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conformity to law, which is his only clue to the meaning of the 
present age and the only solution of the problems around which 
his whole work revolves. For the Comedie humaine owes its inner 
unity not to the intertwinements of its plot, not to the recurrence 
of its characters, but to the predominance of this social causality 
and to the fact that it is actually one single great novel, namely 
the history of modern French society. 

Balzac frees the narrative from the limitations of the auto¬ 
biography and mere psychology to which it had been subject 
since the second half of the eighteenth century. He breaks 
through the framework of individual destinies to which both the 
novels of Rousseau and Chateaubriand and those of Goethe and 
Stendhal were confined, and liberates himself from the con¬ 
fessional style of the eighteenth century, even though he is, 
naturally, unable all at once to strip away everything lyrical and 
autobiographical. Balzac discovers his style very slowly in any 
casej to begin with, he merely continues the fashionable litera¬ 
ture of the Revolution, Restoration and romanticism, and even 
his most mature work still suffers from reminiscences of the 
trashy novels of his predecessors. He can no more deny the 
descent of his art from the mystical novel of terror and the melo¬ 
dramatic ‘roman-feuilleton’ than from the romantic love and 
historical novel, and his style presupposes the works of Pigault- 
Lebrun and Ducray-Duminil just as much as those of Byron and 
Walter Scott.** Not only Ferragus and Vautrin but also Mon- 
triveau and Rastignac are among the rebels and outlaws of 
romanticism and not only the lives of adventxirers and criminals 
but also bourgeois life is, as has been said, treated by him as 
material for a thriller.*® Modern middle-class society, with its 
politicians, bureaucrats, bankers, speculators, men about town, 
cocottes and journalists, seems to him like a nightmare, like the 
relentless procession of a danse macabre. He regards capitalism 
as a social disease and toys for some time with the idea of treating 
it from a medical point of view in a ‘Pathologic de la vie sociale’.*® 
He diagnoses it as a hypertrophy of the striving for profit and 
power and attributes the evil to the egoism and irreligiosity of 
the age. He sees it all as the consequence of the Revolution and 
traces back the dissolution of the old hierarchies, especially that 
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of the monarchy, the Church and the family, to individualism, 
free competition and inordinate, unrestrained ambition. Balzac 
describes with astonishing acuteness the symptoms of the boom 
peiiod in which he finds himself with his generation, he sees 
through the fateful internal contradictions of the capitalistic 
system, but he presupposes too many arbitrary circumstances in 
its origins, and even he himself does not really believe in the cure 
which he prescribes. Gold, the Louis d’or and the five-franc 
piece, shares, bills of exchange, lottery tickets and playing cards 
are the idols and fetishes of the new society $ the ‘golden calf’ has 
become a more frightening reality than it was in the Old Testa¬ 
ment and the millions sound more seductively in the ears than 
the call of the apocal 3 rptic woman. Balzac considers his tragedies 
of bourgeois life, although they merely revolve aroiind money, 
more cruel than the drama of the Atridae, and the words of the 
dying Grandet to his daughter, ‘You will give me an account of 
this down there’, are indeed more dreadful than the gloomiest 
notes sounded in Greek tragedy. Numbers, sums, balances, are 
here the formulae of exorcism and the oracles of a new niytlio- 
logy, of a new world of magic. Millions spring from nothing and 
vanish, melt away again like the gifts of evil spirits in fairj'^ tales. 
Balzac easily falls into the fairy-tale style, when the subject under 
discussion is money. He likes to play the part of the genii who 
give presents to beggars and is always ready to escape with his 
heroes into the world of day-dreams. But he never hides from 
himself the ultimate effect of gold, the devastation it causes and 
the poisoning of human relationships to which it leadsj on this 
point his sense of reality never forsakes him. 

The pursuit of money and profit destroys family life, estranges 
wife from husband, daughter from father, brother from brother, 
turns marriage into a mutual benefit society, love into a business 
and chains the victims one to another with the bonds of slavery. 
Can one imagine anything more sinister than the way old father 
Grandet is bound to his daughter as the inheritress of his for¬ 
tune! Or the Grandet characteristics in Eugenie which emerge 
as soon as she becomes mistress of the house. Is there anything 
more uncanny than this power of nature, this mastery of matter 
over human souls! Money alienates men and women from them- 
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selves, destroys ideals, perverts talents, prostitutes artists, poets 
and scholars, turns geniuses into criminals and born leaders into 
adventurers and gamblers. The social class which bears the 
heaviest responsibility for the relentlessness of money economy 
and which makes the biggest profit out of it, is, of course, the 
bourgeoisie, but all classes are involved in the wild, bestial 
struggle for existence which it unleashes, the aristocracy, its 
bloodiest victim, no less than the other classes. Nevertheless, 
Balzac finds no other way out of the anarchy of the present than 
by reviving this aristocracy, educating it to the rationalism and 
realism of the middle class and opening its ranks to the talents 
striving up from below. He is an enthusiastic supporter of the 
feudal classes, he admires the intellectual and moral ideals which 
they embody and regrets their decline, but he describes their 
degeneration with an all the more merciless objectivity, above all 
their deference to the money-bags of the bourgeoisie. Balzac’s 
snobbery is certainly very embarrassing, but his political capers 
are perfectly harmless, for, however zealous the interest he takes 
in the cause of the aristocracy, he is, nevertheless, no aristocrat 
and, as has been pointed out, the difference is fundamental.^’ 
His aristocratism is a speculative idea; it does not come from the 
heart or the instincts. 

Balzac is not only a thoroughly bourgeois writer, all of whose 
spontaneous feelings are rooted in the outlook of his class, he is at 
the same time the most successful apologist of the bourgeoisie 
and he in no way conceals his admiration for the achievements of 
this class. He is only full of a hysterical fear and scents disorder 
and revolution everywhere. He attacks everything that threatens 
the stability of the status quo and defends everything that appears 
to protect it. He sees the strongest bulwark against anarchy and 
chaos in the monarchy and the Catholic Church; he regards 
feudalism as merely the system which follows from the dominion 
of these powers. He is not in any way concerned with the forms 
which the moneirchy, the Church and the nobility have assumed 
since the Revolution, but only with the ideals which they repre¬ 
sent, and he attacks democracy and liberalism only because he 
knows that the whole structure of the hierarchies of sewiety 
must collapse, once they begin to be criticized. He is of the 
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opinion that ‘a power that is a subject for discussion is non- 
existent^ 

Equality is a chimeraj it has never been realized anjrwhere in 
the world. And just as every community, above all the family, is 
based on authority, so the whole of society must be founded on 
the principle of sovereign rule. Democrats and socialists are un¬ 
realistic dreamers, not merely because they believe in freedom 
and equality, but also because they idealize the common people 
and the proletariat inordinately. Men are, however, fundament¬ 
ally all the same 5 they are all out for their own advantages and 
pursue only their own interests. Society is entirely dominated by 
the logic of the class struggle^ the conflict between rich and poor, 
strong and weak, the privileged and the underdog, knows no 
limits. ^Self-preservation is the aim of all power’ {Le Medecin de 
campagne)^ and the destruction of its oppressors that of every 
suppressed class—these are unalterable facts. But Balzac is not 
only familiar with the concepts of the class struggle, he is already 
in possession of the method of exposure of historical materialism. 
‘They send a criminal to the galley,’ says Vautriri in the Illusions 
perdues^ ‘whereas a man who ruins whole families by fraudulent 
bankruptcy gets a few months. . . . The judges \vho sentence a 
thief are guarding the barriers dividing rich and poor . . . they 
know, of course, that the bankrupt causes at most a shift in the 
distribution of wealth.’ 

But the fundamental difference between Balzac and Marx lies 
in the fact that the wTiter of the Comedie humaine judges the 
struggle of the proletariat in just the same way as that of the 
other classes, that is to say, as a struggle for benefits and privi¬ 
leges, whereas Marx sees in the proletariat’s fight for power and 
in its victory the beginning of a new epoch in the world’s history, 
the realization of an ideal and final situation.^® Balzac discovers 
before Marx, and in a form which Marx himself can accept as 
authoritative, the ideological nature of all thinking. ‘Virtue 
begins with prosperity,’ he says in the Rahoidlleusc^ and in the 
Illusions per dues ^ Vautrin speaks of the ‘luxury of honourable 
conduct’, which one can only afford when one has reached a 
suitable position and acquired the money that goes with it. In his 
Essai sur la situation du parti royaUste (1852), Balzac already 
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refers to the way ideologies are formed: ‘Revolutions take place’, 
he maintains, ‘first of all in material things and interests, then 
they extend to ideas and finally become transformed into prin¬ 
ciples.’ He already discovers the material ties which condition 
our ideas and the dialectic of being and consciousness in Louis 
Lambert, the hero of which becomes, as he remarks, more and 
more aware, after the spiritualism of his youth, of the material 
texture of all thinking. It was, obviously, no coincidence that 
Balzac and Hegel recognized the dialectical structure of history 
almost simultaneously. Capitalistic economy and the modern 
bourgeoisie were full of contradictions and gave clearer expres¬ 
sion to the antithetical definition of historical developments than 
earlier cultures. But the material foundations of bourgeois society 
were not only intrinsically more transparent than those of feudal¬ 
ism, the new upper class also attached, for the time being, less 
importance to putting an ideological disguise on the material pre¬ 
condition of its power. In any case, its ideology was stiU far too 
recent to be able to hide its origin. 

The outstanding feature in Balzac’s world-view is his 
realism, his sober and honest examination of the facts. His 
historical materialism and his theory of ideologies are merely 
the applications of his sense of reality. And Balzac maintains 
his realistic, critical standpoint even when considering those 
phenomena to which he has an emotional attachment. Thus, in 
spite of his conservative outlook, he emphasizes the irresistibility of 
the development which has led to modern, bourgeois-capitalist 
society, and never lapses into the provincialism which conditions 
the idealists’ approach to technical culture. His attitude to 
modern industry, as the new world-uniting power, is thoroughly 
positive.** He admires the modern metropolis with its standards, 
its dynamism and its dlan. Paris enchants himj he loves it, despite 
its viciousness, indeed perhaps precisely because of the mon¬ 
strosity of its vices. For when he speaks of the ‘grand chancre 
fumeux, dtald sur les bords de la Seine’, he betrays in every word 
the fascination that lies hidden behind his strong language. The 
mythos of Paris, as the new Babylon, the city of light and secret 
paradises, the home of Baudelaire and Verlaine, Constantin Guys 
and Toulouse-Lautrec, the mythos of dangerous, seductive, 
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irresistible Paris, has its origins in the Illusions perdues, the 
toire des Treize and P^re Goriot. Balzac is the first writer to speak 
about a modern metropolis w'ith enthusiasm and to find pleasure 
in an industrial plant. It had never occurred to anyone before him 
to describe such a plant in the midst of a charming valley as a 
‘delicieuse fabrique’.®® This admiration for the new, creative, 
albeit mercilessly impetuous life of the industrial age is the com¬ 
pensation for his pessimism and the awakening of his hope and 
confidence in the future. He knows that it is quite impossible to 
return to the patriarchal and idyllic life of the small town and 
village; but he also knows that this life was by no means so 
romantic and poetic as it is usually made out to be, and that its 
‘naturalness’ meant nothing but ignorance, disease and poverty 
{Le Medccin de campagnc, Le Cure de village). In spite of his 
own romanesque inclinations, Balzac is a complete stranger to 
the ‘social mysticism’ of the romantics,and as for the ‘moral 
purity’ and ‘unspoilt nature’ of the peasants in particular, he 
indulges in no illusions on that score. He judges the good and the 
bad qualities of the common people with the same objectivity as 
the virtues and vices of the aristocracy, and his relation to the 
masses is just as undogmatic and full of contradictious as his 
mingling of hatred and affection for the bourgeoisie. 

Balzac is a revolutionary writer without wanting to be and 
without knowing that he is. His real sympathies make him an 
ally of the rebels and nihilists. Most of his contemporaries recog¬ 
nize his political unrealiability; they know that he is essentially 
an anarchist who always feels in absolute agi-eement with the 
enemies of society, with those who have come off the rails and the 
uprooted. Louis Veuillot remarks that he defends the throne and 
altar in such a way as to make the enemies of these institutions 
grateful to him.®* Alfred Nettement writes in the Gazette de 
France (February, 1856) that Balzac w'anted to take revenge on 
society for aU the wrongs he had suffered in his youth, and that 
his glorification of antisocial natures is simply one expression of 
this revenge. In his memoirs (October, 1853), Charles Weiss 
emphasizes that, although Balzac passed himself off for a legiti¬ 
mist, he always spoke as a liberal. Victor Hugo asserts that 
whether he wanted to or not he was a revolutionary writer, and 
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that his works revealed the heart of a genuine democrat. Finally, 
Zola establishes the antithesis between the manifest and the 
latent elements in his outlook on life and notes, anticipating the 
Marxist interpretation, that a writer’s talent may well be in con¬ 
flict with his convictions. Engels is the first, however, to discover 
and define tlie real significance of this antagonism. He is the first 
to treat in a scientifically exploitable way the contradiction be¬ 
tween the political views and the artistic creations of the writer 
and he thereby formulates one of the most important heuristic 
principles in the whole sociology of art. It has since become quite 
clear that artistic progressiveness and political conservatism are 
perfectly compatible and that every honest artist who describes 
reality faithfully and sincerely has an enlightening and emanci¬ 
pating influence on his age. Such an artist helps involuntarily to 
break up those conventions and cliches, taboos and dogmas on 
which the ideology of the reactionary, anti-liberal elements is 
based. In his famous letter to Miss Harkness of April, 1888, 
Engels vsTites as follows: 

^The realism I allude to may creep out even in spite of the 
author’s views. . . . Balzac, whom I consider a far greater master 
of I'ealism than all the Zolas, past, present, or future, gives us in 
his Comedie humaine a most wonderfully realistic history of 
French “society”, describing, chronicle fashion, almost year by 
year from 1816 to 1848, the ever-increasing pressure of the rising 
bourgeoisie upon the society of nobles that established itself after 
1815 and that set up again, as far as it could, the standard of the 
vicille politesse frangaise. He describes how the last remnants of 
this, to him, model society gradually succumbed before the in¬ 
trusion of the vulgar moneyed upstart or was corrupted by him. 

. . . Well, Balzac was politically a legitimist^ his great work is a 
constant elegy on the irreparable decay of good society; his sym¬ 
pathies are with the class that is doomed to extinction. But for all 
that, his satire is never keener, his irony never more bitter, than 
when he sets in motion the very men and women with whom he 
sympathizes most deeply—the nobles. . . . That Balzac was thus 
compelled to go against his own class sympathies and political 
prejudices, that he saw the necessity of the downfall of his 
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favourite nobles and described them as people deserving no better 
fate 5 that he saw tlie real men of the future where, for the time 
being, they alone were to be found—^that I consider one of the 
greatest triumphs of realism, and one of the greatest features in 
old Balzac.’®^ 

Balzac is a naturalist who concentrates on the enrichment and 
differentiation of his experience. But if one understands by 
naturalism the absolute levelling of all the data of reality , the 
same criterion of truth in all the parts of an artist’s work, then 
one wall hesitate to call him simply a naturalist. One will rather 
be forced to face the fact that he is carried away by his romantic 
imagination and his inclination to melodrama again and again, 
and that he not only often goes out of his way to find the most 
eccentric characters and tlie most improbable situations, but also 
builds up the settings of his stories so that they are impossible to 
imagine in the concrete and only contribute by the colours and 
tones of the description to the atmosphere intended. To pro¬ 
nounce Balzac a naturalist pure and simple can only lead to dis¬ 
appointments. It is meaningless and useless to compare him as a 
psychologist or as a painter of milieu with the masters of the later 
naturalistic novel, with Flaubert or Maupassant, for example. If 
one cannot enjoy his works as descriptions of reality and, at the 
same time, as the most audacious and wildest visions, and if one 
expects to get from them anything but the indiscriminate mix¬ 
ture of these elements, one will never get to like them at all. 
Balzac’s eirt is dominated by the passionate desire to be completely 
surrendered to life, but it owes almost nothing to diz'ect observa- 
tion^ its most fundamental qualities are invented, the product of 
conscious thought and fictitious feeling. 

Every work of art, even the most naturalistic, is an idealiza¬ 
tion of reality—a legend, a kind of Utopia. Even with the most 
unconventional style we accept certain characteristics, as for 
example the bright colours and blobs of impressionistic painting 
or the incoherent and inconsistent characters of the modern 
novel, as true and accurate a priori. But Balzac’s portrayal of 
reality is much more arbitrary than that of most naturalists. He 
awakens the impression of truth to life mainly by the despotism 
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with which he subjects the reader to his own mood and the 
microcosmic totality of his fictitious world, from which the 
possibility of competition with the world of empirical reality is 
excluded from the very outset. His characters and settings do not 
seem so genuine, because their individual features correspond to 
real experience, but because they are drawn so sharply and cir¬ 
cumstantially as if they had in fact been observed and copied 
from reality. We feel as though we were being confronted by a 
closely packed reality, because the individual elements of this 
microcosm all cohere in an indivisible unity, because the figures 
are inconceivable without their environment, the characters 
without their physical constitution and the bodies without the 
objects by which they are surrounded. 

Classical and classicist works of art are cut off from the outside 
world and stand beside each otlier in strict isolation within their 
own aesthetic sphere. Naturalism in all its forms, that is to say, 
all art that is obviously dependent on a real model, breaks 
through the immanence of this sphere, and all cyclic forms 
which embrace a variety of artistic representations abolish the 
autocracy of the individual work of art. Most of the creations of 
medieval art arose in this cumulative fashion comprising several 
independent unities. With their lengthy, never-ending stories 
and their partly recurring characters, the epics of chivalry and 
the novels of adventure belong to this category no less than the 
cycles of medieval painting and the innumerable episodes of 
the mysteries. When Balzac discovered his system and came on 
the idea of the Comcdic humaine as a framework embracing the 
individual novels, he retmned to some extent to this medieval 
method of composition and adopted a form for which the self- 
sufficiency and crystalline definiteness of the classical works of 
art had lost their meaning and value. But how did Balzac alight 
on this ‘medieval’ form? How could it again become a matter of 
urgent topical interest in the nineteenth century?—^The artistic 
method of the Middle Ages was completely displaced by the 
classicism of the Renaissance, by the idea of the unity and formal 
concentration of the work of art. As long as this classicism was 
alive, the cyclical method of composition could never regain its 
old position, but it remained alive only so long as men were con- 
S.H.A.— 2 763 s—2 
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fident of their ability to master material reality. The predomin¬ 
ance of classicistic art gradually comes to an end as the feeling of 
dependence on the material conditions of life grows. In this 
respect, too, the romantics are Balzac’s direct predecessors. 

Zola, Wagner and Proust mark the further stages in this 
development and give more and more currency to the cyclic, 
encyclopedic, world-embracing style, in contrast to the principle 
of unity and selection. The modern artist wants to participate in 
a life that is inexhaustible and cannot be reduced to a single 
work. He can express greatness only by size, and power only by 
boundlessness. Proust was obviously conscious of his relationship 
to the cyclical form of Wagner and Balzac. ^The musician (that 
is, Wagner)’, he writes, ^inevitably felt the same intoxication as 
Balzac, when he looked at his creations with the eyes of a stranger 
and at the same time witli those of a father. . . . He then observed 
that they would be much more beautiful if united by recurring 
figures into a cycle, and he added a final stroke of the brush, 
the most sublime of them all, to his work ... an additional but 
by no means artificial ... an unrecognized but all the more real, 
all the more vital unity. . . 

Of the two thousand characters of the Comedic hurnaine four 
himdred and sixty recur in several novels. Henry de Marsay, for 
example, appears in twenty-five different works, and in the 
Splendeurs et mis^res des courtisanes alone one hundred and fifty- 
five figures appear, who also play a more or less prominent r61e 
in other parts of the cycle.All these chai’acters are broader and 
more substantial than the individual works, and we always feel 
that Balzac is not telling us everything he knows about them and 
could tell. When Ibsen was once asked why he gave the heroine 
of his DoWs House such a foreign-sounding name, lie answered 
that she was named after her grandmother who was Italian. Her 
real name was Eleonora, but she had been pampered as a child 
and called Nora. To the objection that all this played no part in 
the play itself, he replied in amazement: ‘But facts are still facts.’ 
Thomas Mann is perfectly right, Ibsen belongs to one and the 
same category as the two other great theatrical talents of the 
nineteenth century, Zola and Wagner.®® With him, too, the 
individual work lost the microcosmic finality of classicistic form. 
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There is an extraordinary number of anecdotes about Balzac’s 
relationship to his characters, similar to the one about Ibsen. The 
best known is the incident with Jules Sandeau who, while telling 
him about his sister’s illness, was interrupted by Balzac saying: 
‘That’s all very well, but let’s get back to reality: to whom are we 
going to marry Eugdnie Grandet?’ Or there is the question with 
which he surprises one of his friends: ‘Do you know whom Fdlix 
de Vaudeville will marry? A de Grandville, That’s quite a good 
match, isn’t it?’ But the most beautiful and the most characteristic 
is Hofmannsthal’s anecdote, in which Balzac is made to say in 
an imaginary dialogue: ‘My Vautrin considers it (the Venice 
Preserved by Otway) the most beautiful of all plays. I set 
great store by the judgement of such a man.’ His characters’ 
existence outside the novels is such an unmistakable reality for 
Balzac, and one which he takes so much for granted, that he 
would have been able to say of any play or book what Vautrin or 
de Marsay or Rastignac would think of it. The transcending of 
the immediate sphere of the work itself goes so far with Balzac 
that he often refers to individual characters in the Comidie 
humaine even when they do not appear at all in the work in 
question and quotes the titles of certain parts of the total work 
simply as references. 

It is well known how fond Paul Bourget was of browsing in 
the ‘Rdpertoire’ of the Comedie humaine, this ‘Who’s Who’ of 
Balzac’s characters.®* His hobby is regarded today almost as the 
passport of a real ‘Balzacien’j it is, at any rate, the sign of an 
appreciation of the fact that the conception and effect of the 
Comddie humaine are only partly aesthetic and that it is insepar¬ 
able from real life. Balzac represents a passing moment in the 
development leading from the pure artistic quality of classicistic 
and romantic writing to the aestheticism of Flaubert and Baude¬ 
laire—^the brief hour of an art completely absorbed by the topical 
problems of the day. There is no nineteenth-century writer 
further removed from ‘I’art pour I’art’ and who was less con¬ 
cerned with artistic purism than he. Balzac’s works can never be 
enjoyed in peace and with a good conscience, if the fact is not 
faced from the very outset that they are an ill-balanced, partly 
crude mixture with nothing in common with the classicistic 
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principles of ‘no more and no less’ and the transference of the 
data of experience on to a single level. The idea of the work of 
art as a perfect whole is always a fiction—even the most accom¬ 
plished works are full of chaotic and disparate elements, but 
Balzac’s novels are simply the classical example of a successful 
evasion of all the rules of aesthetics. If one takes the classical 
works of literature as a standard, one will be bound to find in 
them the most flagrant transgressions of even the most liberal 
rules of art. Still completely under their spell, with the self¬ 
destructive ravings of their characters, the terrible words of their 
rebels and desperados still burning in one’s soul, one wiU be com¬ 
pelled to admit that in these works practically everything open to 
rational anedysis has been ‘bungled ’5 that Balzac can neither con¬ 
struct not develop a plot tidily; that his characters are often just 
as vaguely and heterogeneously put together as his milieus and 
settings; that his naturalism is not only incomplete, but also 
clumsy and summary. And, above all, one will be forced to con¬ 
fess that hair-raising examples of bad taste are concomitant with 
aU these inadequacies; that the writer lacks all power of self- 
criticism and is prepared to go to any lengths to surprise and 
overwhelm the reader; that he no longer has anything of the 
aesthetic culture of the eighteenth century, its reserve, its elegant, 
playful casualness; that his taste is on the same level as the 
serial-reading public, and the worst serials at that; that nothing 
can be too overladen, exaggerated and exuberant for him; that he 
is incapable of expressing without emphasis and without super¬ 
latives anything that is near to his heart; that he always has his 
mouth full; that he brags and swindles; that he is a loathsome 
charlatan the moment he tries to give the impression of being a 
scholar and a philosopher; and that he is certainly greatest as a 
thinker, when he is least conscious of being one, when he thinks 
and reasons spontaneously, in accordance with his personal 
interests and historical situation. 

The most embarrassing evidence of his bad taste are the 
lapses of his style: his confused torrent of words, his thickly laid- 
on solemnity, his affected and pompovis metaphors, his raving 
enthusiasm and pseudo-sublime emotions. Not even his dialogues 
are irreproachable; here, too, there are dead passages and notes 
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that sound ‘wrong’, just as one can sing wrong notes. The train 
of thought with which Taine attempts to explain and justify 
Balzac’s stylistic peculiarities is well known." He remarks that 
there are different styles in literature, all entitled to the same 
rights, and he emphasizes that the author of the Comidiehumaine 
no longer addresses himself to the public of the seventeenth- and 
eighteenth-century salons, to a public that reacted to the slightest 
hints and did not need loud colours and shrill sounds to have its 
attention attracted, but that, on the contrary, he writes for people 
who are impressed only by novelties, sensations and exaggera¬ 
tions, that is to say, for the readers of the serialized novels.®* 
This is, no doubt, a splendid example of sociological literary 
criticism; for, although many of the writers of Balzac’s genera¬ 
tion had avoided his stylistic mistakes, few of them were so 
intimately engrossed in their own time as he. But should we not, 
instead of justifying Balzac’s weaknesses, rather attempt to 
understand the abrupt proximity of the great and the inferior 
in his work? And for a sociological explanation should we not 
attribute the peculiarities of his style above all to the fact that 
he himself was a plebeian and the intellectual expression of the 
new, comparatively uncultivated but extraordinarily active and 
efficient middle class? 

It has repeatedly been remarked that, in his works, Balzac 
draws more the picture of the succeeding than of his own genera¬ 
tion and that his ‘uouveaux riches’ and parvenus, his speculators 
and adventurers, his artists and cocottes, are more typical of the 
Second Empire than the July monarchy. In his case it certainly 
seems as if life had imitated art. Balzac is one of the literary pro¬ 
phets in whom vision was stronger than observation. ‘Prophet’ 
and ‘visionary’ are, of course, mere words used in an attempt to 
cloak the dilemma presented by an art the magical influence of 
which seems only to increase with every fresh inadequacy. But 
what else can one say about a work like the Chef-d’oeuvre inconnu, 
which combines the deepest insight into the meaning of life and 
the present age with an incredible naivety?—^Frenhofer, we read 
there, is the greatest pupil of Mabuse, the only one to whom the 
master has transmitted his art of infusing life into painted 
figures. He has been labouring for ten years on a work, the picture 
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of a woman, in a struggle to achieve the highest object of all art, 
the secret of Pygmalion. He feels that every day is bringing him 
nearer to his goal, but there always remains something invincible, 
something insoluble and unattainable. He believes that reality 
is keeping it back from him, that he has not yet found the right 
model. Then, one day Poussin, in his enthusiasm for art, brings 
him his mistress, who is supposed to have the most perfect body 
ever painted. Frenhofer is carried away by the girl’s beauty, but 
his eyes pass from her young body back to the uncompleted and 
uncompletable picture. Reality no longer holds him fast, he has 
killed the life wdthin himself. But the picture, his life-work, that, 
more jealous than Poussin of his mistress, he had never wanted 
to reveal to any stranger’s eyes, contains nothing but an un¬ 
intelligible muddle of curling lines and blobs, which he has 
painted one over the other and piled up one upon the other in 
the course of the years, and among which only the forms of a 
perfectly shaped leg are still discernible. Balzac foresaw the 
fate of the art of the last century and described it incomparably. 
He recognized the results of its estrangement from life and 
society, and understood the aestheticism, the nihilism, the danger 
of self-destruction which threatened it, and which was to become 
a dreadful reality under the Second Empire, more perfectly than 
even the most learned and sharp-sighted of his contemporaries. 


2. THE SECOND EMPIRE 

The romantics were perfectly aware of the loss of prestige 
wdiich waiters had suffered since the Revolution and sought a 
refuge from the unfriendly public in individualism. Their feeling 
of homelessness expressed itself in an embittered mood of conten¬ 
tion, but they did not consider their fight against society by any 
means hopeless. The WTiters of the generation of 1830 were the 
first to lose the pugnacious attitude of their predecessors and 
begin to resign themselves to their isolatio’ij their only protest 
consisted in emphasizing the difference between themselves and 
the public they served. The writers of the next generation then 
became so arrogant that they forewent even this demonstration 
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of independence and shrouded themselves in an ostentatious 
impersonality and insensitiveness. Their reserve was, however, 
quite different from the objectivity of the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries. The writers of the classicistic age wanted to 
amuse or instruct their readers or converse with them about 
certain problems of life. But since the advent of romanticism, 
literature had developed from an entertainment and a discussion 
between the author and his public into a self-revelation and self- 
glorification of the author. When, therefore, Flaubert and the 
Parnassiens try to hide their personal feelings, their reserve does 
not in any way imply a return to the spirit of pre-romantic 
literature 5 it represents rather the most overbearing and arrogant 
form of individualism—an individualism which does not even 
consider it worth while to unbosom itself to others. 

1848 and its consequences completely estranged the real 
artists from the public. As in 1789 and 1850, the revolution 
again followed a period of supreme intellectual activity and pro¬ 
ductivity and ended, like the earlier revolutions, with the 
ultimate defeat of democracy and intellectual freedom. The 
victory of reaction was accompanied by an unprecedented intel¬ 
lectual decline and a complete brutalization of taste. The con¬ 
spiracy of the bourgeoisie against the revolution, the denunciation 
of the class struggle as high treason, as having split the ostensibly 
peaceful nation into two camps,*® the suppression of the freedom 
of the press, the creation of the new biureaucracy as the strongest 
support of the regime, the establishment of the police state as the 
most competent judge in all questions of morals and taste, 
brought about a cleavage in French culture, such as no previous 
age had known. This was also the beginning of that conflict 
between meekness and the spirit of revolt in the intelligentsia 
which has still not been settled today and that opposition to the 
state which made a part of the intelligentsia into an element of 
demoralization. 

Socialism fell victim to the newly restored order without 
resistance of any kind. In the first ten years after the coup d’dtat 
there is no labour movement in France worth mentioning. The 
proletariat is exhausted, intimidated, confused, its unions have 
been dissolved, its leaders locked up, expelled or reduced to 
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silence/1 The elections of 1863, which lead to a considerable 
increase in the opposition, are the first sign of a change. The 
working class again combines in associations, strikes multiply and 
Napoleon III sees himself forced to make more and more new 
concessions. But socialism would not have reached its goal for a 
long time, if it had not found an involuntary aid in the liberal 
upper middle class which saw in Napoleon’s caesarism a threat to 
its own power. This conflict at the heart of the rdgime explains 
the political development after 1860, the decay of the authori¬ 
tarian government and the decadence of the Empire.** Napo¬ 
leon Ill’s rule was based on finance capital and big industry^ the 
army was very useful in the struggle against the proletariat, but 
fill the more useless against the bourgeoisie as its very life 
depended on the favour of this class. The Second Empire is 
unthinkable without the wave of economic prosperity with which 
it coincided. Its strength and its justification were in the wealth 
of its citizens, in the new technical inventions, the development 
of the railways and waterways, the consolidation and speeding 
up of goods traffic, the spread and growing flexibility of the credit 
system. During the July monarchy it was still politics that most 
attracted the younger talents, now commerce absorbs the best 
men. France becomes capitalistic not merely in tlie latent 
conditions, but also in the outward forms of its culture. It is true 
that capitalism and industrialism develop on long familiar lines, 
but it is only now that they exert their full influence, and from 
1850 onwards daily life, the homes of the people, means of trans¬ 
port, the techniques of illumination, food and clothing undergo 
more radical changes than in all the centuries since the beginning 
of modern urban civilization. Above all, the demand for luxury 
and the mania for amusement become incomparably greater and 
more widespread than ever before. 

The bourgeois becomes self-confident, fastidious, arrogant, 
and imagines he can hide the humbleness of his origins and the 
hybrid constitution of the new fashionable society, in which the 
demi-monde^ actresses and foreigners play an unprecedented 
r61e, by mere externals. The dissolution of the ancien rigime 
enters its final stage and, with the disappearance of the last 
representatives of the good old society, French culture goes 
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through a more severe crisis than when it received its first violent 
shock. In art, above all in architecture and interior decoration, 
bad taste had never set the fashion so much as now. For the 
newly rich, who are wealthy enough to want to shine, but not 
old enough to shine without ostentation, nothing is too expensive 
or pompous. They have no discrimination in the choice of means, 
in the use of genuine and false materials, and none in the styles 
which they adopt and mix up. Renaissance and baroque are just 
as much merely means to an end as marble and onyx, satin and 
silk, mirror and crystal. They imitate Roman palaces and the 
castles on the Loire, Pompeian atriums, baroque salons, the 
furniture of the Louis-Quinze cabinet-makers and the tapestries 
of the Louis-Seize manufactories. Paris acquires a new splendour, 
a new metropolitan air. But its grandeur is often only an outward 
appearance, the pretentious materials are often only a substitute, 
the marble only stucco, the stone only mortar $ the magnificent 
facades are merely splashed on, the rich decoration is unorganic 
and amorphous. An unreliable element comes into architecture, 
corresponding to the parvenu set-up of the prevailing society. 
Paris again becomes the capital of Europe, not, however, as 
formerly, the centre of art and culture, but the metropolis of 
the world of entertainment, the city of opera, operetta, balls, 
boulevards, restaurants, department stores, world exhibitions, 
and cheap, ready-made pleasures. 

The Second Empire is the classical period of eclecticism— 
a period without a style of its own in architecture and the in¬ 
dustrial arts, and with no stylistic unity in its painting. New 
theatres, hotels, tenement-houses, barracks, department stores, 
market-halls, come into being, wiiole rows and rings of streets 
arise, Paris is almost rebuilt by Haussmann, but apart from the 
principle of spaciousness and the beginnings of iron construction, 
all this takes place without a single original architectural idea. 
Even in earlier ages different competing styles had, of course, 
existed side by side and the discrepancy between the historically 
important style, which was not in accordance writh the taste of 
the leading classes of society, and an inferior, historically in¬ 
significant but popular style was a well-known phenomenon. 
The artistically important tendencies had, however, never met 
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with so little approval as now, and in no other period do we feel 
so strongly that the art and literary history, which speaks only of 
the aesthetically valuable and historically significant pheno¬ 
mena, gives an inadequate picture of the real art life of the agej 
that, in other words, the history of the progressive trends which 
point to tlie future and the history of the tendencies which pre¬ 
dominate on account of their momentaiy success and influence 
refer to tw^o absolutely different sets of facts. An Octave Feuillet 
or a Paul Baudry, who are given ten lines in our textbooks, 
occupied incomparably more space in the consciousness of the 
contemporary public than Flaubert or Courbet, to w^hom we 
devote as many pages. The art life of the Second Empire is 
dominated by easy and agreeable productions, destined for the 
comfortable and lazy-minded bourgeoisie. The bourgeoisie which 
calls into being the pretentious architecture of the period, based 
on the greatest models but usually empty and unorganic, and 
w^hich fills its homes with the most expensive but often com¬ 
pletely superfluous, pseudo-historical articles, favours a style of 
painting that is nothing more tlian a pleasant decoration for the 
walls, a literature that is nothing more than a leisurely entertain¬ 
ment, a music that is easy and ingratiating, and a drama that 
celebrates its triumphs with the tricks of the ‘pifece bien faite’. 
A bad, uncertain, easily satisfied taste now sets the fashion, 
whilst real art becomes the possession of a stratum of connoisseurs, 
who are not in a position to offer the artists any adequate com¬ 
pensation for their achievements. 

The naturalism of the period, w^hich contains the whole later 
development in the bud and can claim the most imjx)rtant artistic 
creations of the century, remains the art of an opposition, that is 
to say, the style of a small minority both among the artists 
themselves and in the public. It is the object of a concentrated 
attack on the part of the Academy, the University and the critics, 
in fact, of all official and influential parties. And the hostility 
becomes more intense as the aims and principles of the move¬ 
ment become more specific and the so-called ‘realism’ develops 
into ‘naturalism’. In view of the fact that their boundaries are 
quite fluid, to separate the two phases of the development in this 
way proves, however, to be absolutely useless from a practical 
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point of view, if jiot directly misleading. At any rate, it is more 
expedient to call the whole artistic movement under discussion 
here naturalism and to reserve the concept of ‘realism’ for the 
philosophy opposed to romanticism and its idealism. Naturalism 
as an artistic style and realism as a philosophical attitude are 
perfectly clear-cut, but the distinction between naturalism and 
realism in art only complicates the situation and presents us with 
a pseudo-problem. Furthermore, the antithesis to romanticism is 
given too much stress in the concept of ‘realism’, and both the 
fact that what we are dealing with here is the direct continuation 
of the romantic approach, and the fact that naturalism represents 
more a constant wrestling with the spirit of romanticism than 
a victory over it, are neglected. Naturalism is a romanticism with 
new conventions, with new, but still more or less arbitrary, 
presuppositions of verisimilitude. The most important difference 
between naturalism and romanticism consists in the scientism of 
the new trend, in the application of the principles of the exact 
sciences to the artistic portrayal of facts. The predominance of 
naturalistic art in the second half of the nineteenth century is 
altogether only a symptom of the victory of the scientific outlook 
and of technological thought over the spirit of idealism and 
traditionalism. 

Naturalism derives almost all its criteria of probability from 
the empiricism of the natural sciences. It bases its concept of 
psychological truth on the principle of causality, the proper 
development of the plot on the elimination of chance and 
miracles, its description of milieu on the idea that every natural 
phenomenon has its place in an endless chain of conditions and 
motives, its utilization of characteristic details on the method of 
scientific observation in which no circumstance, however trifling, 
is neglected, its avoidance of pure and finished form on the 
inevitable inconclusiveness of scientific research. But the main 
source of the naturalistic outlook is the political experience of the 
generation of 1848: the failure of the revolution, the suppression 
of the June insurrection tmd the seizure of power by Louis 
Napoleon. The disappointment of the democrats and the general 
disillusionment caused by these events finds its perfect expression 
in the philosophy of the objective, realistic, strictly empirical 
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natural sciences. After the failure of all ideals, of all Utopias, the 
tendency is now to keep to the facts, to nothing but the facts. 
The political origins of naturalism explain in particular its anti¬ 
romantic and ethical features: the refusal to escape from 
reality and the demand for absolute honesty in the description of 
facts 5 the striving for impersonality and impassibility as the 
guarantees of objectivity and social solidarity j activism as the 
attitude intent not only on knowing and describing but on alter¬ 
ing reality} the modernism which keeps to the present as the sole 
subject of consequence} and, finally, its popular trend both in the 
choice of subject and in the choice of public. Champfleury’s say¬ 
ing, ‘le public du livre ^ vingt sous, c’est le vrai public’,*® shows 
the direction in which the Revolution of had influenced 

literature, and how different the new concept of popularity is 
from that of the old serial writers. The latter wi ote for tlie broad 
masses, because they wanted to write for ever 3 ’’one, whereas the 
naturalists, that is, Champfleury and his circle, want to write 
above all for the masses. Nevertheless, there are two different 
trends within naturalistic literature: the naturalism of the writers 
who come from the bohemian circle, Champfleury, Duranty and 
Murger, and the natiualism of the ‘rentiers’, the Flaubcrts and 
the Goncourts.** The two camps confront each other as absolute 
adversaries} the bohemians hate all traditionalism, whilst Flau¬ 
bert and his friends suspect any witer who strives for popular 
favoiu*. 

Naturalism begins as a movement of the artistic proletariat} 
its first master is Courbet, a man of the people, and an artist 
lacking all feeling for bourgeois respectability. After the old 
bohbme had broken up and its members had become the favourites 
of the romanticizing bourgeoisie or the occupants of good bour¬ 
geois positions themselves, a new circle forms around Combet, 
a second bohemian cdnacle. The painter of the ‘Stone-breakers’ 
and the ‘Burial at Ornans’ owes his position as leader chiefly to 
human, not to artistic qualities, above all to his descent, to the 
fact that he describes the life of the common people and appeals 
to the people or, at any rate, to the broader strata of the public, 
that he leads the uncertain and unrestrained life of the artistic 
proletariat, despises the bourgeois and bourgeois ideals, and is a 
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convinced democrat, a revolutionary and the victim of persecu¬ 
tion and contempt. Naturalistic theory arises directly in defence 
of his art against traditionalistic criticism. On the occasion of the 
exhibition of the ‘Burial at Ornans’ (1850), Champfleury declares: 
‘From now on the critics must decide for or against realism.^ The 
great word had now been spoken.* * Intrinsically, neither the 
concept nor the practice of this art is new, even if everyday life 
had perhaps never been portrayed with such directness and 
brutality 5 but its political bias, the social message which it con¬ 
tains, the representation of the people with a complete lack of 
condescension and any supercilious interest in folkways and 
customs—all this is new. But however new this social outlook is, 
and however much talk there is in Courbet’s circle about the 
humanitarian aims and political tasks of art, bohemianism is and 
remains an heir of aestheticizing romanticism. It often ascribes 
a significance to art which it did not have even in the most 
exalted theories of the romantics and makes a prophet out of a 
confusedly chattering painter and a historical event out of the 
exhibition of an unsaleable picture. 

The passion which fills Courbet and his supporters is, how¬ 
ever, fundamentally political; their self-assurance comes from 
the conviction that they are the pioneers of truth and the fore¬ 
runners of the futme. Champfleury asserts that naturalism is 
nothing more than the artistic trend corresponding to democracy, 
and the Goncourts simply identify bohemianism with socialism 
in literature. In the eyes of Proudhon and Courbet, naturalism 
and political rebellion are different expressions of the same 
attitude, and they see no essential difference between social and 
artistic truth. In a letter of 1851, Courbet declares: ‘I am not only 
a socialist, but also a democrat and a republican, in a word, a 
partisan of revolution and, above all, a realist, that is, the sincere 
friend of the real truth.’** And Zola merely continues Courbet’s 
idea, when he says: ‘La R^publique sera naturaliste ou elle ne 
sera pas.’*^ By rejecting naturahsm, the ruling classes, therefore, 
only give expression to their instinct of self-preservation: their 
perfectly correct feeling that every art that describes life without 
bias and without restraint is in itself a revolutionary act. In 
reference to this danger, conservatism has clearer ideas at its 
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disposal than the opposition itself.®® Gustave Planche declares 
quite frankly in the Revue des Deux Mondes that the resistance 
to naturalism is a confession of faith in the prevailing order and 
that by rejecting naturalism, one is also rejecting the materialism 
and democracy of the age.®® 

The conservative critics of the ’fifties already quote all the 
well-known arguments against naturalism and try to cloak the 
political and social prejudices which condition their anti-natural¬ 
istic attitude with aesthetic objections. Naturalism, they say, 
lacks all idealism and morality, luxuriates in ugliness and vul¬ 
garity, in the diseased and the obscene, and represents an in¬ 
discriminate, slavish imitation of reality. But what disturbs the 
conservative critics is, naturally, not tlie degree but the subject 
of the imitation. They know only too well that with the destruc¬ 
tion of the classical-romantic kalokagathia and the abolition of 
the old ideal of beauty, which had survived almost unchanged 
until 1850, in spite of the revolutions and rostratifications of 
society, Courbet is fighting for a new type of man and a new 
order. They feel that the ugliness of his peasants and workers, 
the corpulence and vulgarity of his middle-class women, are a pro¬ 
test against prevailing society and that his ^contempt for idealism’ 
and his Svallowing in filth’ are all part of naturalism’s revolu¬ 
tionary armoury. Millet paints the apotheosis of physical wx)rk 
and makes the peasant the hero of a new^ epic. Daumier describes 
the state-supporting bourgeois in his obtuseness and hardness of 
heart, scoffs at his politics, his justice, his amusements and un¬ 
covers the whole phantom-like comedy hidden behind bourgeois 
respectability. It is unmistakably clear that the choice of motifs is 
here conditioned more by political than by artistic considerations. 

Even landscape painting becomes a demonstration against the 
culture of the prevailing society. The modern landscape arose 
from the very beginning as a contrast to the life of the industrial 
town, it is true, but romantic landscape painting still represented 
an autonomous world, the picture of an unreal, ideal existence, 
that did not need to be brought in any direct relationship to the 
life of the present and the life of everyday. This world was so 
different from the scenes of real, contemporary life that it was 
certainly understood as its antithesis, but hardly as a protest 
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against it. The ‘paysage intime’ of modern painting, on the other 
hand, describes a milieu that, in its quietness and intimacy, is 
utterly different from the town, but is yet so close to it on account 
of its simple, unromantic, everyday character that we are inevit¬ 
ably prompted to compare them. The romantic mountain-tops 
and sea-levels and even Constable’s woods and skies had some¬ 
thing fabulous and mythical about them, whereas the forest 
clearings and forest fringes of the painters of Barbizon seem so 
natural and familiar, so easy to reach and so completely possess- 
able, that the modern townsman must necessarily feel them as a 
warning and a reproach. In this choice of trivial, ‘unpoetic’ 
motifs the same democratic spirit is expressed as in the choice of 
the human types of Courbet, Millet and Daumier—with the sole 
difference that the landscape painters seem to say: nature is 
beautiful at all times and in all places, no ‘ideal’ motifs are neces¬ 
sary to do justice to its beauty, whereas the figure painters want 
to prove that man is ugly and pitiable no matter whether he is 
oppressing others or being oppressed himself. But, in spite of its 
sincerity and simplicity, the naturalistic landscape soon becomes 
just as conventional as the romantic had been. The romantics 
painted the poetry of the sacred gi’ove, the naturalists paint the 
prose of rural life—^the clearing with the grazing cattle, the river 
with the ferry, the field w’ith the hayrick. Progress here consists, 
as so often in the history of art, more in the renewal than in the 
diminution of the stock motifs. The most radical changes follow 
from the principle of open-air painting, which is, incidentally, 
by no means put into practice all at once and hardly ever con¬ 
sistently, and is usually limited to creating the mere semblance 
that the picture has arisen in the open air. Apart from its obvious 
scientific elements, this technical idea also has a political and 
moral content and seems to be trying to say: Out into the open, 
out into the light of truth! 

The social character of the new art is also expressed in the 
tendency towards a closer amalgamation of the painters, in their 
efforts to found artists’ colonies and to adapt themselves to one 
another in their way of life. The ‘School of Fontainebleau’, which 
is no school at all and no coterie, but an incoherent group whose 
members go their own ways and are bound to one another merely 
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by the earnestness of their artistic aims, ah*eady represents the 
collective spirit of the new age. And the later artist fraternities 
and settlements, the joint reformative efforts and avant-garde 
formations of the nineteenth century, all express the same tendency 
towards coalition and co-operation. The epochal consciousness, the 
awai-eness of the significance and the requirements of the hour, 
that came into the world with romanticism, now completely 
dominates the minds of artists. Gjurbct’s dictum about ‘faire de 
I’art vivant’ and Daumier’s alleged motto ‘II faut 6tre de son 
temps’ express one and the same idea, namely, the desire to 
break through the isolation of the romantic and redeem the artist 
from his individualism. The introduction of lithography as an 
artistic medium is likewise a symptom of this social aspiration. 
But it is not only in harmony with that democratization of the 
enjoyment of art which was attained in literature by the serial 
novel, it implies the victory of popular taste and joixrnalism on 
an incomparably higher level. Daumier’s ‘jom-nalistic’ painting 
marks a culminating point in the art of his time, whereas Balzac’s 
serial novel writing represents a lowering of his own level with¬ 
out a rise in the general standard. 

But did the naturalists really represent the contemporary 
world, or at least an important part of the contemporary art 
public? They certainly did not represent the majority of the people 
who ordered, bought or publicly criticized pictures, who directed 
the art academies and had to decide which works were to be 
exhibited. The views of these people were fairly liberal on the 
whole, but their tolerance stopped short of naturalism. They 
hked and promoted the academic idealism of Ingres and his 
school, the romantic anecdotal painting of Decamps and Meis- 
sonier, the elegant portrait art of Winterhalter and Dubufe, the 
pseudo-baroque narrative painting of Couture and Boulanger, 
the mythological and allegorical decorations of Boiaguereau and 
Baudry,’® that is to say, large-scale, resplendent and empty form 
in all its varieties. But they had no room for the creations of 
naturalistic painting either in their homes crammed with furni¬ 
ture and draperies, nor in their official halls built in one or the 
other of the favourite historical styles. Modern art became home¬ 
less and began to lose all practical function. The same distance 
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that separated the naturalistic painting and the elegant ‘wall 
decoration’ of the time also divided serious and light literature, 
serious and light music, from each other. The literatiu'e or music 
which did not serve to entertain was just as devoid of function 
as the progressive painting of the time. Previously even the most 
valuable and most serious productions of literature, sucli as the 
novels of Prdvost, Rousseau and Balzac, had formed the reading 
of relatively large strata of society, some of which were quite 
indifferent to literature as such. The dual role of literature as an 
art and an entertainment at the same time, and the satisfaction 
of the requirements of different levels of culture by means of the 
same works, now comes to an end. The artistically most valuable 
literary products are hai-dly any longer suitable for light reading 
and have no attraction at all for the general reading public, 
unless they draw public attention to themselves for some reason 
and become successful by creating a scandal, like F'laubert’s 
Madame Bovary^ for example. Only a quite small stratum of 
intellectuals appreciates such works adequately and therefore 
even this literature may be classed as ‘studio art’, like the whole 
school of progressive painting: it is intended for specialists, for 
artists and connoisseurs. The estrangement of the whole body of 
progressive artists from the contemporary world and their refusal 
to have anything to do with the public goes so far that they not 
only accept lack of success as something perfectly natural, but 
regard success itself as a sign of artistic inferiority and consider 
being misunderstood by their contemporaries a precondition of 
immortality. 

Romanticism still contained a popular element appealing to 
the broader masses of society, whereas naturalism, at least in its 
most important productions, has nothing to attract the general 
public. The death of Balzac marks the end of the romantic age; 
Victor Hugo is still at the height of his artistic development, but 
as a literary movement romanticism has ceased to play any part 
in cultural life. The leading writers’ renunciation of the romantic 
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ideal also means a complete break with the most influential 
circles in the general public and the world of criticism. The 
‘partie de resistance’, which in literature corresponds to the party 
of order in politics, takes up a more positive attitude to the 
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romantic school than naturalism, despite the latter’s direct 
historical connection with romanticism. It is true that conserva¬ 
tive critics fight the spirit of rebellion in every form, romantic 
as well as naturalistic, and put reasonableness above every kind of 
spontaneity, but they demand that literature should express 
‘genuine feelings’ and they regard the ‘depth of the heart’ as the 
criterion of the real artist. This new aesthetic of the emotions is, 
however, only a new, though not always entirely clear form of 
the old kalokagathia; it is based on the alleged identity of the 
emotionally spontaneous and the morally valuable elements of 
the spiritual life, and postulates a mystical harmony between the 
good and the beautiful. The moral effect of art is its most im¬ 
portant axiom and the educational r61e of the artist its supreme 
ideal. The bourgeois attitude to the principle of ‘Part pour Part’ 
has changed once more. After its original rejection and later 
recognition of ‘pure’, morally neutral art, its approach is now 
relentlessly hostile. The rebelliousness of the artist has been 
broken, there is no longer any cause to fear his intervention in 
questions of practical lifej ‘Part pour Part’ can be thrown over¬ 
board and the competence of the artist as an intellectual leader 
recognized again. Naturalism is the only surviving source of 
possible danger^ but since its representatives declare themselves 
in favour, if not of ‘Part pour Part’ as such, at least of the unpre¬ 
judiced and unsentimental treatment of moral questions, in other 
words, of an a-moral approach in art, the rejection of ‘Part pour 
Part’ is also directed against them. The government fits art and 
artists into its educational and correctional system. The editors- 
in-chief and the critics of the great periodicals and newspapers, 
men like Buloz, Bertin, Gustave Planche, Charles Remusat, 
Arnauld de Pontmartin, j^mile Montegut, are its highest authori- 
tiesj Jules Sandeau, Octave Feuillet, Emile Augier and Dumas 
fils its most respected authors 5 the University and the Academy 
its teaching and research institutes for intellectual hygiene 5 the 
public prosecutor and the prefect of the Paris police the guardians 
of its moral principles. The representatives of naturalism have to 
fight against the hostility of the critics until about 1860, and 
against that of the University all their lives. The Academy re¬ 
mains barred to them and they are never able to count on help 

780 



SECOND EMPIRE 

from the state. Flaubert and the Goncourt brothers are im¬ 
peached for offences against morality, and a considerable fine is 
imposed on Baudelaire. 

The lawsuit against Flaubert and the sensational success of 
Madame Bovary (1857) decide the struggle for naturalism in 
favom* of the new trend. The public shows itself interested and 
soon the critics also lay down their arms; only the most obstinate 
and short-sighted reactionaries remain in opposition. The pro¬ 
gressive trend is this time forced on the critics by the reading 
public, although the reasons for the public’s interest are by no 
means purely artistic. Sainte-Beuve, who has a very subtle feel¬ 
ing for changes in intellectual fashions, finds the way back to 
the liberalism of his youth. He joins the circle which includes 
Taine, Renan, Berthelot and Flaubert, criticizes the government 
and proclaims the victory of naturalism. The fact that his political 
and artistic conversion takes place at the same time is extremely 
symptomatic of the intellectual situation; it proves that, in spite 
of its internal division into the two camps of the bohemians and 
the ‘rentiers’, nat\iralism is rooted in liberalism. One cannot even 
maintain that Flaubert, whose political views are thoroughly 
conservative, represents a reactionary, anti-social and anti-liberal 
point of view. The opposition to the political system of the Second 
Empire and the opportunism of the bourgeoisie, as expressed 
above all in the ftAucation sentimentale, is at any rate more char¬ 
acteristic of his way of thinking than the abusive references to 
democracy in his often all too impulsive and contradictory letters. 
Anti-government scxjial criticism is common to all naturalistic 
literature, and Flaubert, Maupassant, Zola, Baudelaire and the 
Goncourts are, in spite of ail the differences in their political 
outlook, in complete agreement as regards their nonconformity.’^ 
The ‘triumph of realism’ is repeated and its representatives all 
contribute to destroy the foundations of the prevailing society. 
In his letters, Flaubert complains repeatedly about the sup¬ 
pression of freedom and the hatred for the traditions of the great 
Revolution.’* He is undeniably an opponent of the universal 
franchise and the rule of the uneducated masses,’* but he is by 
no means an ally of the ruling bourgeoisie. His political views are 
often vague and childish, but they always express an honest 
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endeavour to be rational and realistic, and manifest an attitude 
from which all Utopias, including those of the prophets of 
universal happiness and progress, are far removed. He rejects 
socialism not so much because of its materialistic as because of its 
iirational elements.’* In order to be immune from all dogma¬ 
tisms, all blind faiths and all ties, he refuses to accept any 
kind of political activism and fights against every temptation 
which might cause him to venture beyond the circle of purely 
private relationships and interests.’® He becomes a nihilist for fear 
of self-deception. But he feels that he is the legitimate heir of the 
Revolution and the enlightenment and attributes the intellectual 
decline to the fateful victory of Rousseau over Voltaire.’* 

Flaubert clings to rationalism as the last relic of the un¬ 
romantic eighteenth century, and one only needs to think of the 
anxiety neuroses of our own time, to understand the meaning 
of his warning about the irrational, self-destructive tendencies of 
Rousseauist romanticism. ‘What is the offence for which men are 
supposed to be responsible’ —he asks a neurotic woman corres¬ 
pondent tortured with religious hallucinations and self-reproach.” 
That sounds like a crj' of distress and seems like the writer’s last 
attempt to keep his equilibrium in the midst of a world in 
jeopardy on every side. Flaubert’s wrestling with the spirit of 
romanticism, the constant changes in his attitude towards it, in 
the course of which he always has the feeling of being a traitor, 
are nothing but a manoeuvre to preserve this balance. His whole 
life and work consists in a wavering between two poles, between 
his romantic inclinations and his self-discipline, between his 
yearning for death and his desire to remain alive and sound. His 
very provincialism keeps him nearer to romanticism, already 
somewhat old-fashioned, than his contemporaries in Paris,’* and 
right up to and beyond his twentieth year he lives in the fictitious 
world and overheated spiritual atmosphere of a youth without 
roots and behind the times. In later years he often refers to the 
terrible frame of mind, under the constant threat of madness and 
suicide, in which he found himself with his friends at that time,’* 
and from w'hich he was able to save himself only by an extra¬ 
ordinary exertion of the will, and a merciless self-discipline. 
Until the crisis which he goes through when he is twenty-two, 
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he is a man tortured by visions, fits of depression, wild outbursts 
of emotion, a sick man whose irritability and sensibility contain 
the seeds of inevitable catastrophe. His life in and for art, the 
regularity and uncompromising character of his work, the in¬ 
humanity of his ‘I’art pour I’art’ and the impersonality of his 
style, in a word, the whole of his artistic theory and practice, is 
nothing but a desperate effort to save himself from certain 
destruction. In him aestheticism plays the same r61e psycho¬ 
logically as it had played in romanticism sociologically; it is a kind 
of escape from a reality that has become unbearable. 

Flaubert writes himself free from romanticism; he overcomes 
it by giving it literary shape, and by developing from its lover 
and victim into its analyst and critic. He confronts the world of 
romantic dreams with the reality of everyday life and becomes a 
naturalist, in order to expose the mendacity and unwholesome¬ 
ness of these extravagant delusions. But he never tires of affirm¬ 
ing his hatred of humdrum everyday life, his loathing of the 
naturalism of Madame Bovary and the ikducation sentimentale 
and his contempt for the ‘childishness’ of the whole theory. 
Nevertheless, he remains the first real naturalistic writer, the 
first whose works give a picture of reality in harmony with the 
doctrines of naturalism. With a sure eye, Sainte-Beuve recognizes 
the results of the climacteric in the history of French literature 
represented by Madame Bovary. ‘Flaubert wields the pen’, he 
writes in his review, ‘as others wield the scalpel,’ and he describes 
the new style as the victory of the anatomist and physiologist in 
art.*® Zola derives his whole theory of naturalism from the works 
of Flaubert and regards the author of Madame Bovary and the 
Education sentimentale as the creator of the modern novel.* ^ 
Flaubert signifies above all, compared with the exaggerations and 
violent effects of Balzac, the complete renunciation of the melo¬ 
dramatic, adventurous and, in fact, of even the merely thrilling 
plot; the fondness for describing the monotony, flatness and lack 
of variety of everyday life; the avoidance of all extremes in the 
moulding of his characters, the refusal to lay any emphasis on the 
good or bad in them; the forgoing of all theses, propaganda, 
moral lessons, in brief, of all direct intervention in the proceed¬ 
ings and all direct interpretation of the facts. 
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But Flauhert^s impersonality aud impartiality by no means 
follow from the presuppositions of his naturalism^ and do not 
correspond merely to the aesthetic requirement that the objects 
in a work of art should owe the impression they make to their 
own life, not to the author’s recommendation5 his impassibility’ 
in no way constitutes merely a reaction against Balzac’s impor¬ 
tunity and a return to the idea of the work of art as a self- 
contained microcosm, as a system in which ‘the author, like God 
in the universe, should be always present but never visible’j®* 
it is also not merely the result of the knowledge, since repeated 
and confirmed so often by the Goncourts, by Maupassant, Gide, 
Valery and others, that the worst poems are made from the most 
beautiful feelings and that personal sympathy, genuine emotion, 
twitching nerves and tear-filled eyes only impair the sharpness of 
the artist’s vision—no, Flaubert’s impassibility is not only a 
technical principle, it contains a new idea, a new morality of the 
artist. His ‘nous sommes faits pour le dire, et non pour I’avoir’ 
is the most extreme and most uncompromising formulation of 
that renunciation of life which was the starting point of roman¬ 
ticism as an aesthetic doctrine and a philosophy, but it is, in 
accordance with the ambivalence of Flaubert’s feelings, at the 
same time the sharpest possible rejection of romanticism. For, 
when Flaubert exclaims that literature is not the ‘dregs of the 
heart’, he is trying to preserve both the purity of the heart and 
the purity of literature. 

From the knowledge that the chaotic, eccentric, romantic dis¬ 
position of his youth was on the point of destroying him both as 
an artist and as a human being, Flaubert derived a new way of 
life and a new aesthetic. ‘There are children’, he wrote in 1852, 
‘on whom music makes an adverse impression^ they have great 
abilities, remember tunes after only hearing them once, get 
excited when they hear a piano being played, get palpitations, 
lose flesh, become pale, fall ill and their poor nerves are convulsed 
with agony, like the nerves of dogs when they hear music. One 
will search in vain for the Mozarts of the future amongst such 
children. Their talents have become deranged, the idea has 
worked its way into the flesh where it is sterile and where it also 
destroys the flesh itself , . .’®® Flaubert did not realize how 
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romantic his separation of the ‘idea’ from the ‘flesh’ and his 
renunciation of life in favour of art was and never recognized 
that the real, unromantic solution of his problem can only grow 
out of life itself. Nevertheless, his own attempt at a solution is one 
of the great symbolical attitudes of Western man 5 it represents 
the last relevant form of tlie romantic outlook on life, the form 
in which it obliterates itself and in which the bourgeois intelli¬ 
gentsia becomes aware of its inability to master life and to make 
art an instrument of life. The self-disparagement of the middle 
class is actually part of the very nature of the bourgeois attitude 
to life, as Brunetibre has pointed out,®^ but this self-criticism and 
self-denial only becomes a decisive factor in cultural life from 
Flaubert’s time onwards. The bourgeoisie of tlie July monarchy 
still believed in itself and in the mission of its art. 

Flaubert’s criticism of the romantics, his loathing for the dis¬ 
play and prostitution of their most personal experiences and most 
intimate feelings, is reminiscent of Voltaire’s aversion to Rous¬ 
seau’s exhibitionism and crude naturalism. But Voltaire w'as still 
completely uncontaminated by romanticism and, in fighting 
against Rousseau, he did not have to fight against himself at the 
same timej his middle-classness was unproblematical and not 
exposed to any danger. Flaubert, on the other hand, is full of 
contradictions and his antithetical relationship to romanticism 
corresponds to an equally conflicting relationship to the middle 
class. His hatred of the bourgeois is, as has often been said, the 
source of his inspiration and the origin of his naturalism. In his 
persecution mania, he allows the bourgeois principle to expand 
into a metaphysical substance, into a kind of ‘thing-in-itself’, 
something unfathomable and inexhaustible. ‘For me the bour¬ 
geois is something without definition’, he writes to a friend—a 
saying in which, along with the idea of the indefinite, that of the 
infinite can also be heard. The discovery that the bourgeoisie 
itself had become romantic and in fact, to a certain extent, the 
romantic element in society par excellence, that romantic verse is 
declaimed by no one with so much feeling and emotion as by this 
class, and that the Emma Bovatys are the last representatives of 
the romantic ideal, contiabuted mucli to turning Flaubert away 
from his romanticism. But Flaubert himself is a bourgeois in 

785 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 

the very depths of his nature and he knows it. refuse to be 
classed a man of letters,’ he declares, ‘ . I am simply a bour¬ 

geois, living a quiet life in the country and occupying himself 
with literature.’*® During the period when he stands accused on 
account of his book and is preparing his defence, he writes to his 
brother: ^It must be known at the Home Office that we in Rouen 
are what is called di family and that we have deep roots in the 
count^}^’ But Flaubert’s bourgeois character finds expression 
above all in his methodical and strictly disciplined habits of work, 
his distaste for the disorderly ways of the so-called genius-like 
creation. He quotes Goethe’s words about the ‘demands of the 
day’ and makes it liis duty to practise writing as a systematic, 
bourgeois profession, independent of likes and dislikes, moods 
and inspiration. His monomaniacal struggle to achieve formal 
perfection and his matter-of-fact philosophy of art originate in 
this bourgeois and workmanlike conception of artistic activity. 
‘L’art pour I’art’ results, as we know, only partly from the 
romantic outlook and its estrangement from society and practical 
lifej in some respects it is the direct expression of a genuinely 
bourgeois and workmanlike attitude, concentrated wholly on the 
efficient performance of the work in hand.*® Flaubert’s dislike for 
romanticism is closely connected with his aversion to the ‘artist’ 
as a type, wdth his loathing of the irresponsible dreamer and 
idealist. In the artist and the romantic he attacks the embodiment 
of a way of life by w^hicli he knows that his whole moral existence 
is threatened. He hates the bourgeois, but he hates the tramp 
even more. He know^s that there is a destructive element in all 
artistic activity, an antisocial, disintegrating force. He knows 
that the artistic way of life tends to anarchy and chaos and that 
artistic work is apt to neglect discipline and order, perseverance 
and steadiness, if only because of the irrational factors involved 
in it. That which Goethe had already felt,*’’ and Thomas Mann 
makes the central problem of his criticism of the artistic way of 
life, the artist’s tendency to the pathological and the criminal, 
his shameless exhibitionism and his undignified trade of playing 
the fool, in a word, the whole histrion’s and vagabond’s existence 
that he leads, must have disturbed and depressed Flaubert deeply. 
The asceticism wdiich he imposes on himself, his wwkmanlike 
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assiduity, the monastic seclusion in which he shelters behind his 
work, are intended, in the final analysis, to bear witness only to 
his seriousness, his bourgeois respectability and reliability, and 
to prove that he has absolutely nothing in common with Gautier’s 
‘red waistcoat’. The artistic proletariat has become a social fact 
which it is impossible to neglect any longer^ the bourgeoisie 
considers it a revolutionary danger and the bourgeois writers feel 
as unanimous with their own class about this danger as they do 
later, when faced with the Commune, which rouses into action 
all their suppressed bourgeois instincts. 

A doctrine like Flaubert’s aestheticism is, however, no clear- 
cut, unequivocal, final solution, but a dialectical force, altering 
its direction and questioning its own validity. Flaubert looks in 
art for reassurance and protection from the romantic impetuosity 
of his youth 5 but in fulfilling this function, it assumes fantastic 
proportions and a demonic power, it not only becomes a sub¬ 
stitute for everything else that can satisfy and content the soul, 
but the basic principle of life itself. Only in art does there seem 
to be any stability, any fixed point in the stream of evanescence, 
corruption and dissolution. The self-surrender of life to art here 
acquires a quasi-religious, mystical character 5 it is no longer a 
mere service and a mere sacrifice, but an ecstatic, spellbound 
gazing at the only real Being, a total, self-denying absorption in 
the Idea. ‘L’art, la seule chose vraie et bonne de la vie’, Flaubert 
WTites at the beginning of his career,®® ‘I’homme n’est rien, 
I’oeuvre tout’, at the end.®® The doctrine of ‘Part pour Part’ as 
the glorification of technical mastery, in contrast to romantic 
dilettantism, was originally the expression of a desire to adapt 
oneself to a firm social order, but the aestheticism to which 
Flaubert comes in the end, represents an antisocial and life- 
negating nihilism, an escape from everything connected with the 
practical, materially conditioned existence of ordinary human 
beings. It is the expression of mere contempt and absolute denial 
of the world. ‘Life is so horrible’, Flaubert groans, ‘that one can 
only bear it by avoiding it. And that can be done by living in the 
world of art.’*® The ‘nous sommes faits pour le dire, et non pour 
Pavoir’ is a cruel message, the acceptance of an unblessed and 
inhuman fate. ‘You wdll only be able to describe wine, love, 
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women and fame, if you are neither a drinker, neither a lover, 
neither a husband, nor a soldier’, writes Flaubert and adds that 
the artist ^is a monstrosity, something standing outside nature’. 
The romantic was too intimately connected with life, that is to 
say, with a yearning for life; he was mere feeling, mere nature. 
Flaubert’s artist no longer has any direct relationship to life; he 
is nothing but a puppet, an abstraction, something thoroughly 
inhuman and unnatural. 

Art lost its spontaneity in its conflict with romanticism and 
became the prize in the artist’s fight against himself, against his 
romantic origins, against his inclinations and instincts. Hitherto 
artistic activity had been regarded, if not as a process of letting 
oneself go, at any rate, as that of letting oneself be guided by one’s 
own talent; now every w^ork seems to be a ‘tour de force’, an 
achievement that has to be \’N’Tung from oneself, obtained by 
fighting against oneself. Faguet remarks that Flaubert writes his 
letters in an absolutely different style from his novels, and that 
good style and correct language by no means come to him 
naturally and as a matter of course.®^ Nothing sheds a more 
piercing light on the distance between the natural man and the 
artist in Flaubert than this statement. There are few writers of 
whose working methods we know so much, but there has certainly 
never been a writer who WTOte his works with such torture, 
with such convulsions and so much against his own instincts. His 
constant wrestling with language, his struggle for the ‘mot 
juste’, is, however, only a symptom—the sign of the unbridge¬ 
able gulf between the ‘possession’ of life and the ‘expression’ of it. 
The ‘mot juste’, the uniquely correct word, no more exists than 
does the uniquely correct form; they are both the invention of 
aesthetes for whom art as a vital function has ceased to have any 
meaning. ‘I prefer to die like a dog rather than hasten by a single 
moment any sentence of mine before it is mature’—no writer 
with a spontaneous human relationship to his work would have 
spoken like that. Matthew Arnold’s Shakespeare smiled at such 
scrupulousness in the Elysian Fields. Complaints about the daily, 
heart-, brain- and nerve-deadening struggle, about the life of the 
fettered galley-slave that he leads, are the leitmotif of Flaubert’s 
letters. ‘For three days I have been tossing about on all my 
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furniture trying to get ideas’, he writes to Louise Colet in 1853.** 
‘I can no longer distinguish the days of the week one from 
another ... I am leading a mad, absurd life. . . . This is pure, 
absolute nothingness’, he writes to Ernest Feydeau in 1858.** 
‘You don’t know what it means to sit all day long with yoiu' head 
in both hands, trying to squeeze a word out of yoiu- brain’, he 
writes to George Sand in 1866.** Working regularly for seven 
hours, he writes one page a day, then twenty pages in a month, 
then again two pages in a week. It is pitiable. ‘La rage des 
phrases t’a dessdche le coeur’, his mother tells him, and probably 
no one ever spoke a more cruel and truer word about him. The 
worst of all is that, in spite of his aestheticism, Flaubert also 
despairs of art. Perhaps in the end it is nothing but a kind of 
playing at skittles, perhaps everything is mere humbug, he 
remarks on one occasion.*® His whole uncertainty, the forced, 
tortured features of his work, his absolute lack of the light- 
mindedness of the old authors, come from the fact that he always 
feels his works are endangered and that he never really believes 
in them. ‘What I am doing now’, he declares while he is at work 
on Madame Bovary^ ‘can easily develop into something like Paul 
de Kock. ... In a book like tliis the displacement of a single line 
can divert one from the goal.’** And while he is working at the 
i,ducation sentimcntale, he writes: ‘What drives me to despair is 
the feeling that I am doing something useless and contrary to 
art. . . .’*’ It becomes a standing formula in his letters that he is 
occupying himself with things for which he is not suited, and 
that he never succeeds in writing what he would really like to 
write and in the way he would like to write it.*® 

Flaubert’s statement, ^Madame Bovary, c’est moi’, is true in 
a double sense. He must often have had the feeling that not 
merely the romanticism of his youth, but also his criticism of 
romanticism, the judicial mantle which he presumed to don in 
literary matters, was a life-fantasy. Madame Bovary owes its 
artistic veracity and opportuneness to the intensity with which 
he experienced the problem of this life-fantasy, the crises of self- 
deception and the falsification of his own personality. Wlien the 
meaning of romanticism became problematical, the whole ques¬ 
tionableness of modern man was revealed—his escape from the 
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present, his constant desire to be somewhere different from 
where he has to be, his unceasing yearning for foreign lands, 
because he is afraid of the proximity and responsibility for the 
present. The analysis of romanticism led to the diagnosis of the 
disease of the whole century, to the recognition of the neurosis, 
the victims of which are incapable of giving an account of them¬ 
selves, and would always prefer to be inside other peoples’ skins, 
who do not, in other words, see themselves as they really are, 
but as they would hke to be. In this self-deception and falsifica¬ 
tion of life, this ‘Bovarysm’, as his philosophy has been called,®* 
Flaubert seizes hold of the essence of the modern subjectivism 
that distorts eveiything wth which it comes in contact. The 
feeling that we possess only a deformed version of reality and that 
we are imprisoned in the subjective forms of our thinking is 
first given full artistic expression in Madame Bovary, A straight 
and almost xminterrupted road leads from here to Proust’s 
illusionism.*®* The transformation of reality by the human con¬ 
sciousness, already pointed out by Kant, acquired in the course 
of the nineteenth centurj' the character of an alternately more 
or less conscious and unconscious illusion, and called forth 
attempts to explain and unmask it, such as historical materialism 
and psycho-analysis. With his interpretation of romanticism, 
Flaubert is one of the great revealers and unmaskers of the 
century, and, therefore, one of the founders of the modern, 
reflexive outlook on life. 

Flaubert’s two main novels, the story of the romantic and 
futile provincial woman and of the well-to-do, tolerably gifted 
young bourgeois who squanders his intellectual powers and 
talents, are closely connected. Frdddric Moreau has been called 
the intellectual child of Emma Bovaryj but both are the children 
of that ‘tired civilization’^®* in which the hfe of the successful 
middle class moves and has its being. Both embody the same 
emotional confusion and represent the same type of ‘rates’ so 
characteristic of this generation of heirs. Zola called the Educa¬ 
tion sentimmtale the modern novel par excellence, and, as the 
story of a generation, it does in fact form the climax of the 
development which begins with the Rouge et Noir and is con¬ 
tinued in the Comedie hurnaine. It is an ‘historical’ novel, that is, 
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a novel in which the hero is time, in a double sense. In the first 
place, time appears in it as the element which conditions and 
gives life to the characters, and then as the principle by which 
they are worn out, destroyed and devoured. Creative, productive 
time was discovered by romanticism; corrupting time, which 
undermines life and hollows man out, was discovered in the fight 
against romanticism. The realization that it is, as Flaubert says, 
‘not the great disasters but the small ones of which one has to be 
afraid’,1®* in other words, that we are not destroyed by our 
greatest and most shattering disappointments, but perish slowly 
w'ith our faded hopes and ambitions, is the saddest fact of our 
existence. This gradual, imperceptible, irresistible pining away, 
this silent undermining of life, which does not even produce the 
startling bang of the great, imposing catastrophe, is the experi¬ 
ence around which the ^Iducation sentimentale and practically the 
whole modern novel revolves—an experience that, owing to its 
non-tragic and undramatic character, can only be portrayed in 
the epic mode. The unrivalled position of the novel in the litera¬ 
ture of the nineteenth century is, no doubt, to be explained 
above all by the fact that the feeling that life is being irresistibly 
hackneyed and mechanized, and the conception of time as a 
destructive force, had completely taken hold of men’s minds. 
The novel develops its formal principle from the idea of the 
corrosive effects of time, just as tragedy derives the basis of its 
form from the idea of the timeless fate which destroys man with 
one fell blow. And as fate possesses a superhuman greatness and 
a metaphysical power in tragedy, so time attains an inordinate, 
almost my1;hical dimension in the novel. In the i,ducation senti¬ 
mentale —and this is the very reason for the novel’s historical 
importance—Flaubert discovers the constant presence of passing 
and past time in our life. He is the first to realize that, with their 
relation to time, things also change their meaning and value— 
they can become significant and important for us only because 
they form a part of our past—and that their value in this function 
is absolutely independent of their effective content and objective 
bearings. This revaluation of the past, and the consolation that 
lies in the fact that time, which buries us and the ruins of our 
life, ‘leaves buds and traces of the lost meaning everywhere’,*** 
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is, however, still an expression of the romantic feeling that the 
present, that every present, is barren and without significance, 
and that even the past was lacking all value and importance so 
long as it was the present. That is, in fact, the meaning of the 
final pages of the Education sentimentale, which contain the key 
to the whole novel and to Flaubert’s whole conception of time. 
That is the reason why the author singles out an episode from 
his hero’s past life at random, and calls it the best he probably 
ever had from life. The absolute nothingness of this experience, 
its complete triviality and emptiness, means that there is always 
one link missing in the chain of oin* existence, and that every 
detail of our life is replete with the melancholy of objective 
purposelessness and a purely subjective significance. 

Flaubert marks one of the lowest points in the curve which 
describes the emotional outlook of the nineteenth century. In 
spite of its sombre notes, Zola’s work aheady expresses a new 
hope, a turning towards optimism. And, although he is just as 
bitter, Maupassant is, nevertheless, more light-hearted and more 
cynical than Flaubert; ideologically, his stories form the transi¬ 
tion to the light fiction of the bourgeoisie. As far as its optimistic 
and pessimistic elements are concerned, this ideology is just as 
complicated and contradictoiy as that of the lower classes; to 
form a correct judgement here one must differentiate strictly 
between the emotional attitude of the individual strata of society 
to the present and the future. The rising classes are confident 
about the future, however pessimistically they regard the pres¬ 
ent, whereas the ruling classes, for all their power and glory, 
are often filled with the choking feeling of their own imminent 
destruction. In the minds of the ascending classes a pessimistic 
attitude to the present is connected with optimism about the 
future, for they have every confidence in themselves and their 
advancement in society; in the minds of the classes doomed to 
destruction the conception of present and future is just as con¬ 
flicting, but the signs are reversed. For this reason Zola, who 
identifies himself with the oppressed and the exploited and whose 
attitude to the present is thoroughly pessimistic, is by no means 
hopeless about the future. This antagonism is also in accordance 
with his scientific outlook. He is, as he himself declares, a deter- 
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minist, but not a fatalist, in other words, he is perfectly conscious 
of the fact that men are dependent on the material conditions of 
their life in their whole behaviour, but he does not believe that 
these conditions are unalterable. He accepts Taine’s milieu theory 
unreservedly and presses it even further, but he considers it the 
real task and the absolutely attainable goal of the social sciences 
to transform and improve the external conditions of human life 
—to plan society, as we should say today. 

The whole of Zola’s scientific thinking is stamped with this 
utilitarian character and is filled with the reforming and civiliz¬ 
ing spirit of the enlightenment. His psychology itself is depend¬ 
ent on practical aims; it stands in the service of a spiritual 
hygiene and is based on the theory that as soon as their 
mechanism is understood, even the passions can be influenced. 
Tlie scientism peculiar to naturalism reaches its summit in Zola 
and begins to veer into its opposite. Hitherto the representatives 
of naturalism had regarded science as the handy-man of art; Zola 
sees art as the servant of science. Flaubert also believes that art 
has reached a .scientific stage in its development and endeavours 
not merely to describe reality in accordance with the most 
meticulous observation, but stresses the scientific and especially 
the medical character of his observation. But he never claims 
other than artistic merits for himself, whereas Zola desires to be 
regarded as a research w'orker and to support liis reputation as 
an artist by his realiability as a scientist. This is an expression of 
the same apotheosis of science, the same scientific fetish-worship 
which is characteristic of socialism in general and is peculiar to 
the social strata \vhich expect the improvement of their position 
in society to come from science. For Zola, as for the scientific and 
socialistic ideology in general, man is a being whose qualities are 
conditioned by the laws of heredity and environment, and, in his 
enthusiasm for the natural sciences, he goes so far as to define 
naturalism in the novel as simply the application of the experi¬ 
mental method to literature. But in this context experiment is 
only a big word with no meaning at all, or at least no more exact 
meaning than mere observation.^®* Zola’s literary theories are 
not entirely free of charlatanism, but his novels have, neverthe¬ 
less, a certain theoretical value, for, even if they do not contain 
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any new scientific insights, they are, as has rightly been said, the 
creations of a considerable sociologist. And they are, and this is 
extremely remarkable from the point of view of artistic develop¬ 
ment, the result of a systematic scientific method previously quite 
unknown in art. The artist’s experience of the world is without 
plan and system; he gathers his empirical material as it were in 
passing by the features and data of life, which he carries around 
with him, which he allows to grow and mature, in order one day 
to draw unknown, undreamt-of treasures from this store. The 
scholar chooses to take the opposite way. He starts with a prob¬ 
lem, that is, with a fact of which he knows nothing or does not 
know the very thing he would really like to know. The gathering 
and sifting of the material begins with the setting of the problem, 
that is, a closer acquaintance with the section of life to be treated 
begins with the setting of the problem. It is not the experience 
which leads him to the problem, but the problem which leads 
him to the experience. That is also Zola’s method and procedure. 
He begins a new novel as the German professor of the anecdote 
begins a new course of lectures, in order to obtain more exact 
information about a subject with which he is unfamiliar. What 
Paul Alexis has related about the oiigins of Nana, about Zola’s 
voyages of discovery into the world of prostitution and the theatre, 
is, at any rate, reminiscent of this anecdote. 

The whole idea on which Zola bases his cycle of novels seems 
like the plan for a scientific undertaking. The individual works 
constitute, in accordance with the programme, the parts of a 
great, encyclopedic system, a kind of Surnina of modern society. 
T want to explain how a family, that is, a small group of human 
beings, behaves in a society’, he writes in the preface to the 
Fortune des Rougon. And by society he means the decadent and 
corrupt France of the Second Empire. No artistic programme 
could sound more exact, more objective, more scientific. But Zola 
does not escape the fate of his century; in spite of his scientific 
attitude he is a romantic, and indeed much more whole-heartedly 
so than the other less radical naturalists of his day. His one-sided, 
undialectical rationalization and schematization of reality is 
already boldly and ruthlessly romantic. And the symbols to which 
he reduces motley, many-sided, contradictory life—^the city, the 
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machine, alcohol, prostitution, the department store, the market- 
hall, the stock exchange, the theatre, etc.—are all the more the 
visions of a romantic systematizer, who sees allegories instead of 
concrete individual phenomena everywhere. To this fondness of 
Zola’s for the allegorical is added the fascination which every¬ 
thing big and excessive exerts on him. He is a fanatical devotee 
of the masses, of numbers, of raw, compact, inexhaustible factual 
reality. He is enchanted by matericil abundance, the luxuriance 
and the great ‘tutti’ of life. It is not for nothing that he is a con¬ 
temporary of the ^grand opera’ and Baron Haussmann. 

It is, in fact, not naturalism but the idealistic light reading of 
the bourgeoisie which is sober and uuromantic in this age of 
the upper middle class and high capitalism. In spite and, indeed, 
often precisely because of its radical materialism, naturalistic 
literatiare offers a wildly fantastic picture of reality. Bourgeois 
rationalism and pragmatism, on the other hand, strive towards a 
balanced, harmonious, peaceful picture of the world. By ‘ideal’ 
subjects the middle class means such as have a calming and sooth¬ 
ing influence. The task which it sets literature is to reconcile the 
unhappy and the discontented to life, to conceal reality from 
them, and to dangle before them the possibility of attaining an 
existence in which they actually have and can have no part. The 
goal that it pursues is the deluding, not the enlightenment of the 
reader. To the naturalistic novel of Flaubert, Zola and the Gon- 
courts, which always excites and agitates the reader, the social 
elite opposes the novel of the Revue des Deux Mondes^ above all 
the novels of Octave Feuillet. Works which describe the life of 
polite society and represent its aims as the supreme ideal of 
civilized humanity; works in which there are still real heroes, 
strong, brave and selfless knights, ideal characters who are either 
members of the higher ranks of society or are embodied in youths 
whom this society is prepared to adopt. Hitherto, in spite of 
revolutions and the social upheavals, the life of the aristocracy 
had always been described with a certain naturalness and ease; 
in spite of its being behind tlie times, it still preserved a certain 
spontaneity and common sense. But now the existence led by 
the great world of genteel society in novels loses all relation¬ 
ship to real life and suddenly appears in the pale, indistinct, 
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elegantly softened drawing-room lighting of oiu’ Hollywood 
films. Feuillet sees no difference between elegance and culture, 
between good manners and good character} to his mind good 
education is synonymous with a noble disposition, and a loyal 
attitude to the higher classes a proof that one is ‘something better’ 
oneself. The hero of his Roman d'un jeunc homme pauvre (1858) 
is the embodiment of this good breeding and noblessej he is 
generous and handsome, sportsmanlike and intelligent, virtuous 
and sensitive, and only proves by his poverty that the distribution 
of the material goods of life sets no limits to the realization of 
aristocratic ideals. Just as the plays of Augier and Dumas pro¬ 
pound a thesis, so this is a novel with a thesis. The dictates of 
Christian morality, of political conservatism and social con¬ 
formism ai-e proclaimed and extolled} the danger of vast, chaotic 
passions, wild despair and passive resistance is fought against. 

The hypocrisy of the bourgeoisie is accompanied by an un¬ 
precedented lowering of the general cultural level. The Second 
Empire, which produces the art of Flaubert and Baudelaire, is at 
the same time the period in which the bad taste and inartistic 
trash of modern times are born. There had, of course, been bad 
painters and untalented writers, rough-hewn and quickly finished 
works, diluted and bungled artistic ideas, in earlier tirnes} but 
the inferior had been unmistakably inferior, vulgar and tasteless, 
unpretentious and insignificant—the elegant rubbish, inartistic 
trifle turned out with dexterity and a show of skill had never 
existed before, or at most as a by-product. Now, however, these 
trifles become the norm, and the substitution of quality by the 
mere appearance of quality the general rule. The aim is to make 
the enjoyment of art as effortless and agreeable as possible, to 
take from it all difficulty and complication, everything pro¬ 
blematical and tormenting, in short, to reduce the artistic to the 
pleasant and the ingratiating. Art as a form of ‘relaxation’ in 
which the public knowingly and deliberately sinks below its own 
level is the invention of this period} it dominates all forms of 
production, but above all that which is most resolutely and 
unsCTupulously a public art: the theatre. 

In the novel and in painting, naturalism prevails alongside 
the tendencies which are in accord with bourgeois taste, whereas 
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nothing opposed to the interests and ideas of the bourgeoisie 
appears in the theatre at all. In warding off the tendencies which 
may threaten it, the government by no means relics only on the 
majority of the ‘pro-government’ forces in the auditorium, but 
combats such tendencies with all possible regulations and pro¬ 
hibitions. The theatre, as the art of the broad masses, is handled 
more strictly than the other genres, just as today the film is 
subjected to restrictions which are not applied to the theatre. 
From the middle of the century the efforts of the playwrights are 
concentrated, in accordance with the intentions of the govern¬ 
ment, on the creation of a propaganda instrument for the 
ideology of the bourgeoisie, for their economic, social and moral 
principles. The ruling classes’ hunger for amusement, their 
weakness for public entertainments, their pleasure in seeing and 
being seen, make the theatre the representative art of the 
period. No previous society had ever taken such delight in the 
theatre, for none had a premibre ever meant so much, as for the 
public of Augier, Dumas fils and Offenbach. The passion of the 
middle class for the theatre is highly satisfactory to those who 
shape public opinion; they are encouraged to hold fast to this 
enthusiasm and they are confirmed in their standards of aesthetic 
value. The judgement passed on the public by Sarcey, the most 
influential dramatic critic of the day, is undoubtedly connected 
with this tendency. For it is not merely in keeping with the 
general progi’ess of the social sciences and the concentration of 
interest on collective intellectual phenomena, when he asserts 
that the public is the essence of the theatre and that one could 
more easily imagixie a play being performed without anything 
than without the audience.^®’ For Sarcey the principle that the 
public is always right is the criterion of all criticism and he keeps 
to this touchstone, although he knows perfectly well that the old 
cultivated public has already disintegrated and that of the old 
habituds, amongst whom a real consensus of taste prevailed, only 
a small group of regular theatre-goers exists—^the public of the 
first-nights. 1®* Sarcey regards the social changes which have 
produced the theatre public of the modern metropolis as a com¬ 
paratively new process taking place within the framework of the 
middle class itself. The rapid increase in this public as a result of 
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the development of the railways, which enables people from the 
provinces and abroad to stream to Paris and replaces the com¬ 
paratively homogeneous circle of the old habitues with the mixed 
society of ad-hoc visitors—a phenomenon which other con¬ 
temporary critics beside Sarcey draw attention to and represent 
as the most important reason for the change of style in the 
drama^®®—marks, however, only the last, by no means the most 
important, stage in a process that had already begun with the 
French Revolution. 

The decisive turning point in the history of the modern 
French drama is represented by Scribe, who is not only the first 
to give dramatic expression to the money-based bourgeois 
ideology of the Restoration, but also creates, with his play of 
intrigues, the instrument best calculated to serve the bourgeoisie 
as a weapon in its struggle to enforce its ideolog}'. Dumas arid 
Augier represent merely a more highly developed form of his 
‘bon sens’ and signify for the middle class of 1850 what he had 
meant for the bourgeoisie of the Restoration and the July mon¬ 
archy. They both proclaim the same shallow rationalism and 
utilitarianism, the same superficial optimism and materialism, 
the only difference being that Scribe was more honest than they 
are, and spoke without false modesty and affectation about 
money, careers and marriages de convenance, where they speak 
about ideals, duties and eternal love. The middle class, which in 
the days of Scribe was a rising class still fighting for its position, 
has now attained a recognized status and is already threatened 
from below, imagines that it must dress up its materialistic aims 
in a cloak of idealism and thereby shows a timidity which classes 
still fighting for position never feel. 

Nothing was so well calculated to serve as a basis for the 
idealization of the middle class as the institution of marriage and 
the family. It was possible to represent it in all good faith as one 
of those social forms in which the purest, most selfless and most 
noble feelings are respected, but no doubt, it was the only institu¬ 
tion which, since the dissolution of the old feudal ties, still 
guaranteed permanence and stability to property. However that 
may have been, the idea of the family, as the bulwark of bour¬ 
geois society against dangerous intruders from without and 
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destructive elements from within, became the intellectual founda¬ 
tion of the drama. It was all the more suited for this function as 
it could be brought into direct relationship with the love motif. 
This did not happen, however, until the idea of love had been 
reinterpreted and freed of its romantic features. It could no 
longer be allowed to be the great wild passion or be accepted and 
extolled as such. Romanticism had always understood and for¬ 
given unbridled, rebellious, triumphant love—it was justified by 
its intensity^ for the bourgeois drama, on the other hand, the 
meaning and value of love consists in its permanence, in its 
standing the test of daily married life. This transformation of the 
idea of love can be followed step by step from Hugo’s Marion de 
Lormelo Dumas’s aiix Camelias and Demi-Monde. Already 
in the Dame aux Camelias the hero’s love for the fallen girl is 
iiiCompaLible with the moral principles of a bourgeois family, but 
the author still stands, at any rate with his feelings, if not with 
his mind, on the side of the victim; in the Demi-Monde his 
attitude to the woman with the doubtful reputation is already 
entirely negative—she must be removed from the social body 
as a centre of infection. For she constitutes an even greater 
danger for the bourgeois family than a poor but respectable girl, 
who can after all become a good mother, a faithful companion 
and a trustworthy guardian of the family property. If one has 
already seduced such a girl, then one should also marry her, not 
only to make amends for the error committed, but also in order 
to settle things and—as Zola sums up the moral of Augier’s 
Foiircharnbaults —in order not to finish up a bankrupt. If one has, 
however, brought an illegitimate child into the world, and there 
is nothing praiseworthy about that either, then one should, as 
Dumas pleads in the Fils naturel and in Monsieur Alphonse^ 
legitimize it, above all, in order not to add to the uprooted 
elements which are a constant danger to bourgeois society. The 
only point of view from which adultery is judged is whether it 
endangers the family as an institution. In certain circumstances 
a man can be forgiven for it, a woman never. A woman who is 
morally of any account at all is, incidentally, quite incapable of 
adultery {Francillori). In short, everything is permitted that can 
be reconciled with the idea of the family, everything taboo that 
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conflicts with it. These are the norms and ideals with which the 
plays of Augier and Dumas are concerned 5 they were written to 
justify them and their success proves that the writers had read 
the public’s inmost thoughts. 

The inferior quality of the plays—for they are inferior—is 
not due to the fact that they serve a special purpose and pro¬ 
pound a thesis—even the comedies of Aristophanes and the 
tragedies of Corneille did that—^but to the fact that the purpose 
is attached to them from outside and does not become flesh and 
blood in any of the characters. Nothing is more typical of the 
unorganic combination of thesis and exposition in these plays 
than the stock figure of the ‘raisonneur’. The mere fact that a 
character has no other function than to be the author’s mouth¬ 
piece shows that the moral doctrine never gets beyond the stage 
of the purely abstract and that the ideology in the background 
does not form a unity with the body of the play. The authors 
concern themselves with or rather accept the views of the ruling 
classes on the good and bad habits of the time and have, in¬ 
dependently of these ideas, a certain gift for entertainment, a 
certain ability to arouse interest and create tension by means of 
the stage. They now^ combine these data and use their theatrical 
talents to sell the views and theories which they have to pro¬ 
claim. But they do it in an all too direct and brutal way and 
unwittingly contribute much to justify the principle of ‘art for 
art’s sake’. For propaganda in art is most disturbing when it does 
not completely permeate the work and when the idea to be 
proclaimed does not entirely coincide wdth the artist’s vision. 

In contrast to romanticism, the Second Empire is an age of 
rationalism, reflection and analysis.!^® Everywhere technical 
problems are in the foreground, in all genres the critical intellect 
is predominant. In the novel this spirit of criticism is represented 
by Flaubert, Zola and the Goncourt brothers, in lyric poetry by 
Baudelaire and the Parnassiens, in the drama by the masters of 
the ‘pibce bien faite’. The formal problems, which counterbalance 
the emotional romantic trend in most of the genres, are pre¬ 
ponderant on the stage. And it is not merely the external con¬ 
ditions of the representation, its narrow temporal and spatial 
limits, the mass character of the public and the directness of the 
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reaction to the impression it receives, which induce the dramatist 
to attend to the problems of order and artistic economy, the 
didactic and propagandist intention itself makes for a formally 
clarified and closely packed, technically efficient and purposeful 
treatment of the material from the very outset. Authors and 
critics become more and more conscious of the fact that the 
theatre is intrinsically not concerned with literature, that the 
stage conforms to its own laws and its own logic, and that 
the poetic element of a drama often runs directly counter to 
its effectiveness on the stage. What Sarcey understands by 
theatrical perspective (‘optique de thd4tre’) and theatrical instinct 
(‘gdnie de thdatre’) or simply what he means when he says 
‘c’est du th^4tre’, is suitability for the stage quite apart from 
literary considerations, a drastic use of purely theatrical methods, 
an all-out effort to win the public at any price, in short, an 
attitude which identifies the ‘stage’ with the ‘platform’. Voltaire 
already knew that it is more important in the theatre ‘de frapper 
fort que de frapper juste’, but the practitioners and theoreticians 
of the ‘well-made play’ are the first to establish the rules of this 
hard-hitting and well-aimed type of drama. Their most im¬ 
portant discovery consists in the recognition that stage effective¬ 
ness, indeed the mere possibility of the performance of a play at 
all, depends on a series of conventions and tricks of the trade, 
‘tricheries’, as Sarcey says, and that the tacit agreement between 
the productive and receptive elements is even more decisive in 
the drama than in the other genres. The most important conven¬ 
tion of the theatre is the public’s readiness to be taken by surprise 
by the turns of the plot: its conscious self-deception, its unresist¬ 
ing acceptance of the rules of the game. Without this readiness 
we should not only be unable to see a play operating with purely 
theatrical means a second time, we could not even enjoy it once. 
For in such a play everything must seem surprising, although 
everything is foreseeable. Its ‘scfenes a faire’ are the inevitable 
discussions of which, as Sarcey points out, the public knows 
exactly that they must and will come,^^* and its ‘denouement’ is 
the solution which the audience expects and which it hankers 
after.^** Consequently, the theatre becomes a party game played 
according to the strictest conventions and with the greatest 
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possible skill, but with something naive and primitive about it, 
all the same. The difficulties result not from the differentiation 
of the material with which the playwright is concerned, but from 
the complication of the rules of the game. It is their task to 
compensate the more fastidious members of the audience for the 
poverty and dullness of the contents of the play. The precision 
with which the machine functions is intended to divert attention 
from the fact that it is running empty. The public, and even the 
better-educated public, wants light, unexacting entertainment 5 it 
does not want obscurities, insoluble problems and unfathomable 
depths. Hence the strong emphasis now laid on strictness of 
construction and logical consistency. The development of the plot 
must be like a mathematical operation; the internal must be 
replaced by an external inevitability, just as the inner truth of 
the thesis is replaced by the jugglery of the argumentation. 

The ‘denouement’ is the final solution of the problem. If the 
result is wrong, the whole operation is wTong, says Dumas. 
Therefore one must, as he thinks, begin working on the end, the 
solution, the last word of the play. Nothing sheds a more piercing 
light than this crab’s walk on the difference between the calculat¬ 
ing intelligence with which a ‘pibce bien faite’ is constructed, and 
the impulses by which the true poet allows himself to be carried 
away. To take a step forwards, the playwright has to take tw'o 
steps back at the same time; he has to compare every idea, every 
new motif, every^ new move with the already firmly established 
motifs and moves and to make them agree. Writing plays means 
a constant forestalling and referring back, a continual arranging 
and rearranging, a groping forwards and building upwards w'ith 
one capacity-test after another and with the gradual consolidation 
and safeguarding of the several strata of the play. A rationalism 
of this kind is more or less characteristic of every palatable 
artistic product and especially of every" performable dramatic 
work—the works of Shakespeare, which are based on the genius 
of the stage, as much as the plays of Augier and Dumas—but the 
effectiveness of a ‘well-made play’ rests solely on the succession 
of its tricks and trump cards, w"hereas that of a Shakespearian 
drama depends on an infinity of components beyond the sphere 
of purely mathematical relationships. Emerson preferred to read 
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Shakespeare’s plays in the reverse order of the scenes and 
deliberately renounced all interest in their effectiveness as stage 
plays, in order to concentrate entirely on their poetic contents. 
Read in this way, a real ‘pifece bien faite’ would not only be 
unpalatable, it would also be unintelligible, for the details of that 
kind of play have no inner value of their own, but merely in 
relation to the whole of which they are part. In developing them, 
the playwright’s eye is fixed on the final constellation, as in a 
game of chessj and how mechanically this constellation can be 
developed is best demonstrated by the method with the aid of 
which Sardou adopted Scribe’s technique. According to his own 
assertion, he always read only the first act of the master’s plays 
and then tried to derive the ‘right’ sequel from the premises 
thus acquired. In the course of time, this ‘purely logical exercise’, 
as he calls it, brought him nearer and nearer to the solution 
chosen by Scribe in the second and third acts of his plays, and 
at the same time he came to the view, also held by Dumas, that 
the whole plot follows with a certain inevitability from the situa¬ 
tion from which one starts out. Dumas was of the opinion that 
there is no art at all in inventing a dramatic situation and think¬ 
ing out a conflict 5 the art consists rather in the due preparation 
of tlie scene in which the plot culminates and in the smooth 
unravelling of the knot. The plot, which seems at first sight to 
be the most spontaneous, most unproblematical and most im¬ 
mediate datum of the drama, thus proves to be its most artificial 
and most laboriously acquired ingredient. It is by no means 
mere raw material or a pure product of the imagination, but 
consists of a series of moves which leave no scope at all for the 
playwright’s spontaneous inventions and sovereign discretion. 

One can, if one cares to, regard the scaffolding of a well- 
constructed work as the ladder leading upwards into the region 
of wonderful heights or merely as the schedule of a routine 
that has nothing to do with genuine art and humanity. One can 
extol, wdth Walter Pater, the artistic intelligence that ‘foresees 
the end in the beginning and never loses sight of it, and in every 
part is conscious of all the rest, till the last sentence does but, 
with undiminished vigour, unfold and justify the first’, but one 
can also, like Bernard Shaw, fear the worst for the dramatist 
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from tlie tyranny of the logic, of which he writes that ‘it is 
almost impossible for its slaves to write tolerable last acts to their 
plays, so conventionally do their conclusions follow their pre¬ 
mises’. But, in order to believe that Shaw really despises and 
scorns the tricks and dodges of this artistic intelligence, one 
would have to forget that he is the author of plays like The Devil's 
Disciple and Candida, which on closer examination turn out to 
be regular ‘pibces bien fakes’. Not only Shaw, however, but Ibsen 
and Strindberg as well, and with them the whole theatrically 
effective drama of the present age, are based more or less on the 
French ‘pibce bien fake’. The art of producing entanglements 
and tension, of tying the knot and delaying its unravelling, of 
preparing the turns in the plot and, nevertheless, surprising the 
audience with them, the rules of the proper distribution and 
timing of the ‘coups de thb&tre’, the casuistry of the big dis¬ 
cussions and the curtain-lines, the sudden sensation of the falling 
curtain and the last-minute solution—all these things they learnt 
from Scribe, Dumas, Augier, Labiche and Sardou. That does not 
mean at all that modern stage technique is entirely the creation 
of these playwrights. On the contrary, the line of development 
can be traced back through the melodrama and the vaudeville 
of the post-revolutionary period, the domestic drama and the 
comedy of the eighteenth century, the ‘commedia dell’arte’ and 
Molibre, to the Roman comedy and the medieval farce. Nevertlie- 
less, the contribution to this tradition of the masters of the ‘pibce 
bien fake’ is extraordinary'. 

The most original and in many respects the most expressive 
artistic product of the Second Empire is the operetta.*** It too is, 
of course, in no sense an absolute innovation—this would be 
unthinkable in such an advanced stage in the history of the 
theatre—it represents rather the continuation of two older 
genres, the opera buffa and the vaudeville, and it transmits to 
this ponderous and humourless age something of the light¬ 
hearted, cheerful, unromantic spirit of the eighteenth century'. 
It is the only playful, light and airy form of the period. Alongside 
the conformist trends in keeping with sober bourgeois taste and 
the naturalistic art of the opposition, it constitutes a world of its 
own—a middle kingdom. It is much more attractive than the 
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contemporary drama or the popular novel, sociologically more 
representative than naturalism and, as such, the only genre in 
which popular works with both a wide appeal and a certain 
artistic value are produced. 

The most conspicuous and, from the naturalistic point of 
view, the most peculiar characteristic of the operetta is its 
absolute improbability, the unreal, entirely imaginative nature 
of its whirling scenes. It has the same significance for the nine¬ 
teenth century as the pastoral play had had for earlier centuries} 
the set formulae of its contents, the conventionality of its 
entanglements and denouements, are pure play forms unrelated 
to reality. Both the marionette-like nature of the characters and 
the apparently improvised form of the presentation only heighten 
the impression of fictitiousness. Sarcey already notes the similarity 
between the operetta and the ‘commedia dell’arte’,and points 
out the impression of dreamlike unreality that Offenbach’s works 
make on him} by which he only intends to say, however, that 
they have a quite peculiar fantastic quality. An admirer of Offen¬ 
bach in our own time, the Viennese writer Karl Kraus, was the 
first to give a more d6finite meaning to this quality by pointing 
out that in the Offenbach operetta life is just as improbable and 
nonsensical, just as grotesque and uncanny as reality itself.^*® 
Such an interpretation would, naturally, have been absolutely 
foreign to Sarcey and it would have been altogether inconceiv¬ 
able before the expressionism and surrealism of modern art had 
emphasized the dream- and phantom-like character of life. Only 
the eye with its vision sharpened by these artistic trends was able 
to see that the operetta was not only an image of the frivolous 
and cynical society of the Second Empire but, at the same time, 
a form of self-mockery, that it not only expressed the reality, 
but also the unreality of this world, that it arose, in a word, out 
of the operetta-fike nature of life itself^ —so far as one may 
speak of the ‘operetta-like natvire’ of such a serious, sober and 
critical age as this. The peasants at the plough, the workers in the 
factories, the merchants in their offices, the painters in Barbizon, 
Flaubert in Croisset, they were what they were, but the ruling 
class, the court in the Tuileries and the world of carousing 
bankers, dissolute aristocrats, parvenu journalists and pampered 
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beauties, had something improbable, something phantom-like 
and unreal, something ephemeral about it—it was a land of 
operetta, a stage whose wings threatened to collapse at any 
moment. 

The operetta was the product of a world of Taissez faire, 
laissez passer’, that is, a world of economic, social and moral 
liberalism, a world in which everyone was able to do what he 
liked, so long as he abstained from questioning the system itself. 
This limitation meant, on the one hand, very wdde, on the other, 
very narrow frontiers. The same government tliat summoned 
Flaubert and Baudelaire to a court of law tolerated the most 
insolent social satire, the most disrespectful ridiculing of the 
authoritarian regime, the court, the army and the bureaucracy, 
in the w^orks of Offenbach. But it tolerated his frolics only because 
they were not or did not seem to be dangerous, because he con¬ 
fined himself to a public w^hose loyalty was beyond doubt and 
needed no other safety-valve, in order to be quite ha})py, than 
this apparently hai-mless banter. The joke seems mischievous 
only to us^ the contemporary public missed the sinister under¬ 
tone which we can hear in the frantic rhythm of Offenbach’s 
galops and cancans. The entertainment w^as, however, not quite 
so harmless. The operetta demoralized people, not because it 
scoffed at everything ‘venerable’, not because its deriding of 
antiquity, of classical tragedy, of romantic opera was only criti¬ 
cism of society in disguise, but because it shattered tlie belief in 
authority without denying it in principle. The immorality of the 
operetta consisted in the thoughtless tolerance with which it con¬ 
ducted its criticism of the corrupt system of government and the 
depraved society of the time, in the appearance of harmlessness 
which it gave to the frivolity of the little prostitutes, the extrava¬ 
gant gallants and the lovable old ‘viveurs’. Its lukew arm, hesitant 
criticism merely encouraged corruption. One could, however, 
expect nothing else but an ambiguous attitude from artists who 
were successful, who loved success more than anything and 
whose success was bound up with the continuance of this indolent 
and pleasure-seeking society. Offenbach was a German Jew, a 
homeless, vagrant musician, an artist whose existence was doubly 
threatened^ he inevitably felt a stranger, a ddracine, an apathetic 
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spectator in a double and manifold sense in the French capital, in 
the midst of this corrupt and yet so alluring world. He inevitably 
felt the problematical position of the artist in modern society, 
the contradiction between his ambitions and his resentment, his 
beggar’s pride and his courting of the public, even more intensely 
than most of his professional colleagues. He was no rebel, not 
even a genuine democrat, on the contrary, he welcomed the rule 
of the ^strong hand’, and enjoyed with the greatest peace of mind 
the advantages which he derived from the political system of the 
Second Empire; but he regarded all the bustling activity around 
him with the astonished, cold and piercing eye of an outsider, 
and involuntarily hastened the fall of the society to which he 
owed his success in life. 

The rise of the operetta marks the penetration of journalism 
into the world of music. After the novel, the drama and the 
graphic arts, it is now the turn of the musical stage to comment 
on the events of the day. But the journalism of the operetta is not 
restricted to the topical references in the songs and jokes of the 
comics; the whole genre is rather like a gossip column devoted 
to the scandals of genteel society. Heine has rightly been called 
the predecessor of Offenbach. The origins, the temperament and 
the social position of both are more or less the same; they are 
both born journalists, critical and practical natures, who do not 
wish to live outside but in and with society, if not by any means 
always in agreement with its aims and methods. Heine had 
intrinsically the same chances of success in the cosmopolitan 
Paris of the July monarchy and the Second Empire as Meyerbeer 
and Offenbach, only he did not have at his disposal the inter¬ 
national means of communication used by his more fortunate 
countrymen. His fame remained confined to a comparatively 
narrow circle, whilst Meyerbeer and Offenbach conquered the 
French capital and the whole civilized world. They not only 
created two of the most characteristic genres of French art, but 
represented the Parisian taste of the time more faithfully and 
more comprehensively than their French colleagues. Offenbach 
can be regarded as the very epitome of his age; his work contains 
its most characteristic and original features. His contemporaries 
already felt him to be so representative that they identified him 
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with the spirit of Paris and described his art as the continuation 
of the classical French tradition. His music united Western 
Europe in a mood of exuberance.^*’ The Grand Duchess of 
Gerolstein proved to be the greatest and most lasting attraction 
of the World Exhibition of 1867j the sovereigns and princes who 
visited Paris were just as enthusiastic about the play, with the 
irresistible Hortense Schneider in the title r61e, as the libertines 
of the French capital and the petty bourgeois from tlie provinces. 
Three hours after his arrival in Paris the Russian Czar was 
already sitting in a box in the ‘Varidt^s’, and, although he was 
apparently better able to control his impatience, Bismarck was 
just as enchanted as the crowned heads themselves. Rossini called 
Offenbach the ‘Mozart of the Champs Elysees’ and Wagner con¬ 
firmed this judgement—though only after the death of his envied 
rival. 

The heyday of the operetta was the period between the two 
world exhibitions of 1855 and 1867. After the political unrest 
at the end of the ’sixties it lacked an appropriately light-hearted 
public or even one deluding itself with light-heartedness and 
security. "With the Second Empire the best days of the operetta 
came to an end; the pleasure which later generations took in it 
was not derived from the genre as the living, spontaneous and 
direct expression of the present, but from the ‘good old times’ 
which were associated with this genre more dirwtly than with 
any other. Theinks to this association of ideas, the operetta sur¬ 
vived the upheavals of the ‘fin de sibcle’ and, in such an intel¬ 
lectually unstable city as Vienna, it remained the most popular 
vehicle of idealization of the past right up to the Second World 
War. The experiences of the last ten years were necessarj' to 
bring about a revision of the idea of the ‘good old times’ con¬ 
nected in one part of Europe with Napoleon III and Offenbach, 
in the other with the Emperor Franz Joseph and Johann Strauss. 
The class struggle, which was suppressed everywhere between 
1848 and 1870, blazed up again at the end of this period and 
threatened the rule of the bourgeoisie as the beneficiaries of re¬ 
action. The operetta now seemed to be the picture of a happy life 
free from care and danger—of an idyll which had, however, 
never existed in reality. 
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The Goncourts were right when they prophesied that the 
circus, the variety show and the revue would displace the theatre. 
The film, which, owing to its pictorial quality and display, can be 
reckoned among these visual forms, entirely confirms their pre¬ 
diction. The operetta came nearest to the revue, but it by no 
means represented the oldest form in which spectacle had 
triumphed over the drama. The real turning point occurred with 
the emergence of ‘grand opera’ during the July monarchy, even 
though spectacle had always formed an integral component of 
the theatre and had repeatedly gained the upper hand over its 
dramatic and acoustic elements. This was above all the case in 
the baroque theatre, in which the festive character of the per¬ 
formance, the decorations, costumes, dances and processions, often 
overran everything else. The bourgeois culture of the July mon¬ 
archy and the Second Empire, which was a parvenu culture, also 
looked for the monumental and the imposing in the theatre and 
exaggerated the appearance of greatness, the more so as it lacked 
true spiritual greatness itself. There are, in fact, two different 
impulses which drive society to ceremonial, grandiose and pre¬ 
tentious forms j on the one hand, it may be impelled to seek for 
grandeur because that is in line with its natural way of life, or the 
rage for the colossal may be due to a need to compensate for a 
more or less painfully felt weakness. The baroque of the seven¬ 
teenth century corresponded to the grand proportions in which 
the court and the aristocracy of the period naturally breathed and 
moved, the pseudo-baroque of the nineteenth century corres¬ 
ponded to the ambitions with which the risen bom-geoisie was 
trying to fill out these proportions. Opera became the 
favourite genre of the bourgeoisie because no other art offered 
such great possibilities for ostentation, for display and scenery, for 
the accumulation and working up of effects. Tlie t 3 rpe of opera 
realized by Meyerbeer combined all the allurements of the stage, 
and created a heterogeneous mixtmre of music, song and dance 
that demanded to be seen as well as to be heard and in which all 
the elements were intended to beguile and overwhelm the 
audience. The Meyerbeer opera was a great variety show, the 
vmity of which consisted more in the rhythm of the moving 
spectacle on the stage than in the absolute predominance of the 
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musical form.^^® It was intended for a public whose connection 
with music was purely external. 

The idea of the ‘universal work of art’ {Gesamtkunstwerk) 
made its mark here long before Wagner, and expressed a need 
before anyone had thought of formulating it in a set programme. 
Wagner sought to justify the complex nature of opera by means 
of the analogy of Greek tragedy, which was actually nothing 
more than an oratorio, but the desire for such a justification arose 
from the baroque heterogeneity of the genre, w^hich ever since 
Meyerbeer had been threatening to become more and more 
‘styleless and formless’. ‘Grand opera’ owed its authority, wliich 
is still perceptible in The Mastersingers and Ald(i and which 
probably represented a more rigid convention than that of earlier 
Italian opera,to the fact that the culture of the French bour¬ 
geoisie served the whole continent as a model and everywhere 
met genuine needs rooted in social conditions. Nothing satisfied 
these needs more perfectly and more readily than the cojicerted 
ensemble of this opera, the organization of the means at its dis¬ 
posal—the gigantic orchestra, the enormous stage ai]d the hugo 
choir—into a whole, which w'as intended only to impress, over¬ 
whelm and subjugate the audience. Tliat was above all the aim 
of the great finales, which often invented new and strong effects, 
but had nothing in common with the deep humanity of Mozart’s 
and the sprightly grace of Rossini’s final scenes. What we usually 
call ‘operatic’—monumental scenery, empty emphases, blustering 
heroics, artificial emotions and language—is, how ever, in no sense 
Meyerbeer’s creation and is in no w ay limited to the opera of the 
age. Even an artist of such fastidious taste as Flaubert is not 
w'holly free of theatricality. It is part of the romantic legacy 
inherited by this generation, and Victor Hugo liad no less a 
share in its development than Meyerbeer. 

Of all the important representatives of the age, Richard 
Wagner stands nearest to Meyerbeer’s operatic style, not only 
because he wants to link his work on to a living art, but also 
because no one is more keen on success than he. He accepts the 
predominant convention without opposition and, as has been said, 
only gradually fights his way through to originality, in contrast 
to the typical development, w^hich starts with an individual 
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expericiJice, a personal discoveiy and ends with a more or less 
stereotyped manner. 120 Much more remarkable, however, than 
Wagner’s setting out from ‘grand opera’ is his continual attach¬ 
ment to a form which combines the expression of the most 
inward, most intimate and most sublimated feelings with the 
ostentation of the Second Empire. For it is not only Rienzi and 
Tannhaciiscr that are still thoi'ough-going spectacular operas in 
whicli the scenic ajjparatus predominates, but The Maslersingcrs 
and Parsifal are also to some extent musical show-pieces, in¬ 
tended to ejigage all the senses and surpass all expectations. The 
fondness for the magnificent and the massive is just as strong in 
Wagner as in Meyerbeer or Zola, and lie is, no less than Victor 
Hugo and Dumas, a born man of the theatre, a ‘histrion’ and 
‘mimonianiac’, as Nietzsche called him.^^^ lJut his theatricality 
is by no ineajis simply the result of his writing operas^ on the 
conlrary, his operas are themselves the exju’ession of his un- 
discriminating tlieatrical taste and his loud ostentatious nature. 
Like Meyerbeer, Napoleon III, la Pa’iva or Zola, he loves the 
obtrusive, the precious, the voluptuous, and it is easy to realize 
what his operas and the salons of the period, filled with silk, 
velvet, gold brocade, upholstered furniture, carpets and door 
curtains, have in common, even without knowing that he 
wanted to have stage-scenes painted by Makart.^-® The mania 
for grandeur and exuberance has more complicated origins in 
Wagner, however^ its strands lead back not merely to Makait 
but also to Delacioix. The connections between the ‘Death of 
Sardanaj)al’ and the 'Twilight of the Gods are just as close as 
betvvccji the lavish splendour of Parisian ‘grand opera’ and the 
celebrations of the Bayreuth festivals. But even that does not 
complete the storyj Wagner’s sensualism is not oidy more 
eleinejital than mere ostentation, but also more genuine and 
spontaneous than the wliole ‘blood, death and lust’ mysticism of 
his time. It was not without reason that for many of the most 
sensitive minds of the century his work signified the very essence 
of art—the paradigm which first revealed the meaning and 
underlying principle of music to them. It was certainly the last 
and peihaps the greatest revelation of romanticism, the only 
form of it that is still alive today. No other allows us to apprehend 
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so iiitiinalely with w'hat intoxication of the senses it impressed 
itself on the contemporary public, and Iiow miicli it was felt to 
be a revolt against all dead conveiitioris and the discovery of a 
young, blissful and forbidden world. It is comprehensible, 
although at first surprising, that Baudelaire, wlio was himself 
not musical at all, but the only one of Wagner^s contemporaries 
whose accents create in us the same feeling of happiness as the 
Tristan music, was the first to recognize the significance of 
Wagner’s art. 

Apart from his overstrained nerves, liis passion for narcosis 
and narcotizing effects, Wagner sharers wdtli Baudelaire the same 
quasi-religious feelings, the same romantic yearning for redemp¬ 
tion. And apart from a w^eakness for glowing colours and exuber- 
aiil forms, he is related to Flaubert by a kind of dilettantism and 
a thoroughly reflexive relationsliip to his own work. He lias just 
as little natural, spontaneous talent, he forces liis works just as 
violently and desperately from himself and has just as little 
genuine faith in art as Flaubert. Nietzsche points out that none 
of the great masters was still such a bad musician as Wagner at 
tw^enty-eight, and, with the exception of Flaidxn t, certainly no 
great artist doubted his own ability for so long. Both felt that art 
was the torment of their life, that it stood between them and the 
enjoyment of life, and both regarded the gulf between reality 
and art, between ‘avoir’ and ‘dire’, as unbridgeable. They were 
members of the same late romantic generation that fouglit a 
fight as unremitting as it w=^as hopeless against their egotism and 
aestheticism. 


3. THE SOCIAL NOVEL IN ENGLAND AND RUSSIA 

The Industrial Revolution began in England, had the most 
fruitful results and called forth the loudest and most passionate 
protests there. The charges levelled against it did not, however, 
by any means prevent the ruling classes from opposing the social 
revolution with all the greater energy and success. The failure of 
the revolutionary endeavours then brouglit it about that, whilst 
in France a section of the intelligentsia and the literary ^lite 
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began to adopt an anti-democratic attitude after the experiences 
of the Revolution, by and large the opinions of the English in¬ 
tellectuals remained, if not always revolutionary, at any rate 
radical. But the most striking difference between the frame of 
mind of the intellectual elite in the two countries was that the 
French were and remained unflinching rationalists, whatever 
their attitude to the Revolution and democracy, whereas the 
English became desperate irrationalists, in spite of their radical 
outlook and opposition to industrialism, indeed often precisely 
because of their opposition to the ruling class, and took refuge in 
the nebulous idealism of German romanticism. Strange to say, 
here in England the capitalists and the utilitarians were more 
closely in touch with the ideas of the enlightenment than their 
opponents, w^ho denied the principle of free competition and 
the division of labour. At any rate, from the point of view of 
the history of ideas, the machine-breaking idealists were the 
reactionaries and the materialists and cajjitalists the represen¬ 
tatives of rationalism and progress. 

Economic freedom had the same historical roots as political 
liberalism 5 both were among the achievements of the enlighten¬ 
ment and were logically inseparable. The moment one adopted 
the standpoint of peisSonal freedom and individualism, one had to 
allow the validity of free competition as an integral component of 
human rights. Tlie emancipation of the middle class w^as a neces¬ 
sary step in the licpiidation of feudalism and presupposed in its 
turn the liberation of economic life from medieval ties and 
restrictions. The middle class’s participation in equality of rights 
can only be explained as the result of a development in which 
pre-capitalist forms of economy had become outmoded. Only after 
economic life had reached the stage of absolute autonomy and the 
middle class had pierced the rigid frontiers of the feudal class 
system, was it possible to think of emancipating society from the 
anarchy of free competition. It was also pointless to attack indi¬ 
vidual aspects of capitalism without questioning the system itself. 
So long as capitalist economy remained undisputed there could 
be no question of anything more than purely philanthropic miti¬ 
gation of its abuses. And to keep to the principle of rationalism 
and liberalism was the only way of making an ultimate remedy 
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of the abuses possible ^ all that was necessary was to understand 
the concept of freedom as surpassing; its bourgeois limilatioiis. 
The abandonment of reason and the liberal idea led inevitably, 
however good and honest the original intention, to an uncontrol¬ 
lable intuitionism and a loss of intellectual maturity. One is 
always conscious of this danger in Carlyle, but it threatens the 
idealism of most Victorian thinkers, and the proverbial com¬ 
promise of the age, the middle course which it pursued between 
tradition and progress, is nowhere expressed so forcibly as in tlie 
romantic hankering for the past of its intellectual leaders. None 
of the representative Victorians is entirely free from the readiness 
to compromise and the resulting ambiguity impairs the political 
influence of even such a genuine radical as Dickens. In France, 
the intelligentsia felt itself compelled to choose between the 
Revolution and the bourgeois attitude, and even though the 
choice was often accompanied by divided feelings, it was, never¬ 
theless, clear-cut and final. In England, on the other hand, the 
section of the intellectual elite that opposed industrialism based 
itself on just as conservative an ideology as the capitalistic bour¬ 
geoisie itself, an ideolog}^ that was in fact often even more re¬ 
actionary. 

The utilitarians, who represented the economic principles of 
industrialism, were the pupils of Adam wSrnith and proclaimed 
the doctrine that an economy left to run itself was most in accord¬ 
ance not merely with the spirit of liberalism but also with the 
interest of the general public. What aroused the strongest oj)posi- 
tion to them on the part of the idealists was, however, not so 
much the indefensibility of this thesis, as the fatalism with which 
they represented the egoistic instincts as the ultimate principle 
of human action and the mathematical inevitability with which 
they imagined they could derive the laws of econoinic and social 
life from the fact of human egoism. The protest of the idealists 
against the reduction of man to ‘homo economicus’ was the 
eternal protestation of the romantic ‘philosopliy of life’—of the 
belief in the logical inexhaustibility of life and the impossibility 
of subduing it to man’s design—against rationalism and thought 
abstracted from immediate reality. The reaction against utili¬ 
tarianism was a second romanticism, in which the fight against 
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social injustice and the opposition to the actual theories of the 
‘dismal science’ played a much smaller part than the urge to 
escape from the present, whose problems the anti-utilitarians 
had no ability and no desire to solve, into the irrationalism of 
Burke, Coleridge and German romanticism. The cry for state 
intervention was, especially in the case of Carlyle, just as much 
the sign of anti-liberal, authoritarian tendencies as an expression 
of humanitarian and altruistic feeling, and his lament about the 
atomic disintegration of society w’^as both the expression of a 
desire for real community and of a yearning for the beloved and 
dreaded leader. 

With the end of tlie heyday of English romanticism, a current 
of aiJli-romaiitic rationalism sets in about 1815 and reaches its 
climax with the electoral redorm of 1852, the new Parliament 
and the triumph of the middle class. The successful bourgeoisie 
becomes more ajid more conservative and starts a reaction to 
democratic aspiratiojjs, which is again essentially romantic in 
cliaracter. Alongside rationalistic England a sentimental England 
makes itself felt and the hard-boiled, clear- and sober-minded 
capitalists flirt with ideas of philanthropic reform. The theoretical 
reaction against economic liberalism therefore proves to be an 
intei’nal affair, a kind of self-deliverance, of the bourgeoisie. It 
is supported by the same stratum as in practice represents the 
principle of economic freedom and it merely serves to counter¬ 
balance the materialism and egoism in the Victorian compromise. 

The years between 1832 and 1848 are a period of the most 
acute social crises, full of unrestrained bloody conflicts between 
cajntal and labour. After the Reform Bill, the English working 
class received the same treatment from the bourgeoisie as their 
brethren received in France after 1850. The aristocracy and the 
common people thus become, to a certain extent, fellow-sufferers 
and fellow^-victims in a struggle agaijist the common enemy, the 
capitalistic middle class. To be sure, this ephemeral relationship 
can never lead to a real community of interests and comradeship 
in arras, but it is sufficient to hide the real state of affairs from 
such an emotionally inclined thinker as Carlyle and to turn his 
fight against capitalism into a romantic and reactionary enthu¬ 
siasm for history. In contj*ast to France, where hatred for the 
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bourgeoisie is expressed in a strict and sober naturalism, the 
above-mentioned second romantic movement arises in England, 
where there had been no revolution since the seventeenth cen¬ 
tury and where the political expci'iences and disappointments of 
the French were lacking. In France, romanticism as a movement 
had been overcome by the middle of the century and the tussle 
with it takes on a more or less private character. In England, the 
situation develops differently: here the antagonism between the 
rationalistic and irrationalistic trends is by no means limited to an 
internal struggle, as it is in Flaubert for example, but divides the 
country into two camps, which are in reality much more hetero¬ 
geneous in character than Disraeli’s ^two nations’. Here too, as 
in the whole of Western Europe, the main line of development 
is positivistic, tliat is to say, in harmony with the principles 
of rationalism and naturalism. Not merely the political and 
economic rulers, not niei ely the technicians and scientists, but 
also the common man and the practical man, with his roots in 
ordinary professional life, think rationalistically and untradi- 
tionalistically. But the literature of the period is replete with a 
romantic nostalgia, a yearning for the Middle Ages and a 
Utopia in which the laws of capitalistic economy, of commer¬ 
cialism, of mercilessly impersonal competition and all the un¬ 
pleasant realities of modern society have no place. Disraeli’s 
feudalism is political romanticism, the ‘Oxford Movement’ 
religious romanticism, Carlyle’s attacks on contemporary culture 
social romanticism and Ruskin’s philosophy of art aesthetic 
romanticism 5 all these theories repudiate liberalism and ration¬ 
alism and take refuge from the complicated problems of the 
present in a higher, superpersonal and supernatural order, in an 
enduring state beyond the anai'chy of liberal and individualistic 
society. The loudest and most seductive voice is that of Carlyle, 
the first and most original of the pied pipers who prepared the 
way for Mussolini and Hitler. For, however important and 
fruitful the influence that he exerted in certain respects and 
however much the last century owed him in its fight for the 
spiritual immediacy of cultural forms, he was, nevertheless, a 
muddle-headed fellow, who succeeded for generations in obscur¬ 
ing and hiding facts with the clouds of smoke and vapour Avhich 
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belched forth from his enthusiasm for infinity and eterjiity, his 
superman morality and mystical hero-worship. 

Ruslin is Carlyle’s direct heir^ he takes over his arguments 
against industrialism and liberalism, repeats his jeremiads about 
the soullessness and godlessness of modern culture and shares his 
enthusiasm for the Middle Ages and the communal culture of the 
Christian West. But he transforms the abstract hero-worship of 
his master into a concrete philosophy of beauty, his vague social 
romanticism into an aesthetic idealism with definite tasks and 
exactly definable aims. Nothing proves the timeliness and 
realism of Rusk in’s doctrines better than the fact that he was 
able to become tlie spokesman of such an important and his¬ 
torically representative movement as Pre-Raphaelitisrn. His 
ideas and ideals, above all his rejection of the art of the Renais¬ 
sance, of grandiose, dashing, self-satisfied and autocratic forms, 
and the return to pre-classical, ‘Gothic’ art, to the timid and 
inspired way of the ‘primitives’, were in the air^ they were the 
symptoms of a general cultural crisis affecting the whole of 
society. Ruskin’s doctrine and the art of tlie Ih’e-Raphaelites 
spring from the same spiritual condition and find expression in 
tlie same protest against the conventional outlook on art and the 
world of Victorian England. In the academicism of their age the 
Pre-Raphaelites recognize and combat what Ruskin interprets 
as the degeneration of art since the Renaissance. Their attack is 
aimed at the classicism, the aesthetic canon of the school of 
Raphael, that is to say, at the empty formalism and smooth 
routine of an art with which the bourgeoisie wants to provide the 
proof of its respectability, puritanical morality, high ideals and 
feeling for poetry. The Victorian middle class is obsessed with the 
idea of ‘high art’,^*^ and the bad taste which dominates its archi¬ 
tecture, its painting, its arts and crafts is partly the result of its 
self-deception—of the ambitions and pretensions which muffle 
the spontaneous expression of its nature. 

Victorian painting swarms with historical, poetic, anecdotal 
motifsj it is ‘literary’ painting par excellence, a hybrid art, in 
which it is more to be regretted, however, that it contains so liltlc 
pictorial value than that it contains so much literature. It is, 
above all, the fear of any kind of sensuality and spontaneity that 
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here stands in the way of that genuine, luxuriant st^de of paint¬ 
ing whicli is so typical of the French conceplion of art. Expelled 
nature creeps in again, however, by the backstairs.—In tlie 
Chantrey Collection, that unique monument of Victorian bad 
taste, tliere is a pictime of a young nun who, in renouncing the 
world, has also stripped off all her worldly clothes. She kneels 
stark naked before the altar of a chapel dim witli nocturnal liglit 
and turns the alluring forms of her delicate body towards the 
monks standing behind her. It is difficult to imagine anything 
more embarrassing than this picture, for it belongs to the worst, 
because most insincere, kind of pornography. 

Pre-Raphaelite painting is just as literary, just as ‘poetic’ as 
the whole of Victorian art, but it combines with its intrinsically 
non-pictorial subjects, that is, subjects which can never be com¬ 
pletely mastered in terms of painting, certain pictorial values, 
wliich are often not only very attractive but also new. With its 
Victorian spiritualism, its historical, religious and poetic themes, 
its moral allegories and fairy-tale symbolism, it uniters a realism 
which finds expression in a delight in minute details, in the 
playful reproduction of every blade of grass and every pleat in a 
skirt. This meticulousness is in accordance not only with the 
naturalistic tendency of European art in general, but at the same 
time with that bourgeois ethic of good Avorkmanship which 
sees a criterion of aesthetic value in flawless techni(|ue and 
careful execution. In keeping yvith this Victorian ideal, the Pre- 
Raphaelites exaggerate the signs of technical ability, imitative 
skill and the finishing touch. Their pictures are turned out just 
as neatly as those of the academic painters and we feel any anti¬ 
thesis between the Pre-Raphaelites and the rest of the Victorian 
painters much less acutely than, for example, the difference 
between the naturalists and the academicians in France. The 
Pre-Raphaelites are idealists, moralists and shamefaced erotics, 
like most Victorians. They have the same contradictory conception 
of art, betray the same embarrassment, the same inhibitions in 
giving artistic expression to their experiences, and their puri¬ 
tanical abashment in face of the medium in which they express 
themselves goes so far that we always have the feeling of a timid, 
though supremely gifted dilettantism when considering their 
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works. This distance between the creator and liis work deepens 
still more tlie impression of decorative art which adheres to all 
Pre-Raphaelite painting. This is why this painting seems so 
affected, so dainty and pretty and alw^ays has about it something 
of the unreal and ornamental quality of mere tapestries. The 
precious, intellectual and, in spite of its lyrical nature, cold note 
of modern symbolism, the austere gracefulness and somewhat 
affected angularity of neo-romanticism, the studied shyness and 
restraint, the secrecy and secretiveness of tlie art at the turn of 
the century, partly have their source in this artificial style. 

Pre-Raphaelitism was an aesthetic movement, an extreme 
cult of beauty, an assessment of life based on art; but it must no 
more be identified with 4’art pour Part’ than Ruskin’s philosophy 
its(df. The thesis that the highest value of art consists in the 
expression of a ‘good and great souP^^^ accorded with the con¬ 
viction of all tJie Pre-Raphaelites. It is true that they w^ere playful 
formalists, but they lived in the faith that their playing with 
forms had a higher purpose and an elevating educational effect. 
There is just as great a contradiction betweeii their aestheticism 
and their moralism as between their romantic archaism and their 
naturalistic treatment of details.^^B same Victorian con¬ 

tradiction which also produces a cleft in Ruskin’s writings; his 
epicurean entliusiasm for art is by no means ahvays compatible 
wMtli the social gosj)el which he proclaims. According to this 
gospel, perfect beauty is possible only in a community in which 
justice and solidarity reign supreme. Great art is the expression 
of a morally healthy society; in an age of materialism and 
mechanization the feeling for beauty and the ability to create art 
of a high quality must wither. Carlyle had already brought the 
stereotyped charge against modern capitalistic society that it 
blunts and kills the souls of men with its ‘cash nexus’ and 
mechanical methods of production; Ruskin merely repeats his 
predecessor’s fierce words. The lamentations over the decay of 
art are not new eitlier. Ever since the legend of the Golden Age 
the art of the present had always been felt to be inferior to 
the creations of the past, and it was believed that signs of 
the same decay could be detected in it as were evident in the 
morals of the time. But artistic decay had never been regarded 
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as the symptom of a disease involving the whole body of 
society and there has never been such a clear awareness of the 
organic relationship between art and life as since Ruskiii.^^e 
was indubitably the first to interpret the decline of art and taste 
as the sign of a general cultural crisis, and to express the basic, 
and even today not sufficiently appreciated, principle that the 
conditions under which men live must first be changed, if tlieir 
sense of beauty and their comprelierision of art are to be 
awakened. On the strength of this insight Ruskin exchanged the 
study of the history of art for that of economics and moved away 
from Carlyle’s idealism in so far as he did greater justice to the 
materialism of this science. Ruskin was also the first person in 
England to emphasize the fact that art is a public concern and 
its cultivation one of the most important tasks of the stale, in 
other words, that it represents a social necessity and that no 
nation can neglect it without endangering its intellectual exist¬ 
ence. He was, finally, the first to proclaim the gospel that art is 
not the privilege of artists, connoisseurs and the educated classes, 
but is part of every man’s inheritance and estate. But for all that, 
he was by no means a socialist, indeed, he was not even a demo¬ 
crat. Plato’s philosophers’ state, in which beauty and wisdom 
reigned supreme, came nearest to his ideal and his ‘socialism’ was 
limited to a belief in the educability of human beings and in 
their right to enjoy the blessings of culture. According to him, 
real wealth consists not in the possession of material goods, but 
in the ability to enjoy the beauty of life and art. 71iis aestlietic 
quietism and the renunciation of all violence mark the limits of 
his reformism.^*® 

William Morris, the third in the series of representative 
social critics of the Victorian age, thinks much more consistently 
and advances much further in the practical sphere tlian Ruskin. 
In some respect he is, in fact, the greatest, that is to say, the 
bravest, the most intransigent of the Victorians, although even 
lie is not completely free of their contradictions and compromises. 
But he drew the ultimate conclusion from Ruskiii’s doctrine of 
the involvement of the fate of art in that of society, and became 
convinced that ‘to make socialists’ is a more urgent task than to 
make good art. He pursued to the very end Ruskin’s idea that 
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the inferiority of modern art, the decline of artistic culture and 
the bad taste of the public are only the symptoms of a more 
deeply rooted and more far-reaching evil, and realized that there 
is no point in trying to improve art and taste and leaving 
society unchanged. He knew that directly to influence artistic 
development is useless and that all one can do is to create social 
conditions which will facilitate a better appreciation of art. He 
was quite aware of the class struggle within which the social pro¬ 
cess and, consequently, the development of art takes place and he 
regarded it as the most important task to imbue the proletariat 
with consciousness of this fact.^^® For all their clarity on funda¬ 
mental issues, his theories and demands still contain, as we have 
said, numerous contradictions. In spite of his sound conception 
of social reality and the function of art in the life of society, he is 
a romajitic lover of the Middle Ages and the medieval ideal of 
beauty. He preaches the need for an art created by and intended 
for tlie people, but he is and remains a hedonistic dilettante pro¬ 
ducing things which only tlie rich can afford and only the well- 
educated can enjoy. He points out that art arises from work, 
from practical craftsmanship, but he fails to recognize the sig- 
iiilicance of the most important and most practical modern means 
of production—the machine. The source of the contradictions 
which exist between his teachings and his artistic activity is to be 
sought in the petty bourgeois traditionalism behind the judge¬ 
ment passed on the technical age by his teachers, Carlyle and 
Ruskin, and from whose provincialism he is never able entirely 
to free himself. 

Ruskin attributed the decay of art to the fact that the modern 
factory, with its mechanical mode of production and division of 
labour, prevents a genuine relationship between the worker and 
his work, tliat is to say, that it crushes out the spiritual element 
and estranges the producer from the product of his hands. With 
him the fight against industrialism lost the barb directed against 
the proletarianization of the masses and became transformed into 
a romantic enthusiasm for something irretrievable, for handi¬ 
craft, the home industry, the guild, in short, for the medieval 
forms of production. But the service rendered by Ruskin was that 
he drew attention to the ugliness of the Victorian arts and crafts 
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and recalled his contemporaries to the charms of solid, careful 
craftsmanship as opposed to the spurious materials, senseless 
forms and crude, cheap execution of Victorian products. His 
influence was extraordinary, almost beyond description. Produc¬ 
tion within the framework of a comparatively small workshop, 
maintaining the personal relationship of the workers with one 
another and the absolute predominance of handicraft, with in¬ 
dividual tasks concentrated on the single, self-contained work, 
became the ideal in the production of modern art and applied 
art. The purposefulness and solidity of modern architecture and 
industrial art aie very largely the result of lluskin’s endeavours 
and doctrines, ah hough his direct influence brought about a 
rather exaggerated cult of manual labour which failed to recog¬ 
nize the tasks and possibilities of machine industry and led to the 
awakening of an unrealizable hope. It was mere romanticism 
to believe that technical achieveimmts, which had arisen from 
real economic needs and which secured tangible economic 
advantages, could simply be pushed aside^ and it was extremely 
childish to try and arrest the progress of technical and economic 
developments with jx)leniical pamphlets and protests. Ruskin and 
his disciples were right inasmuch as man did in fact lose control 
over the machine, that technics became autonomous and pro¬ 
duced, especially in the field of industrial art, the most insipid 
and respulsive objects; but they forgot tliat there was Jio other 
way to control the machine than to accept it and to coiujuer it 
spiritually. 

The logical mistake they made consisted in an all too narrow 
definition of technics, in failing to recognize the technical nature 
of every kind of material production, of every manipulation of 
things, of every contact with objective reality. Art always makes 
use of a material, technical, tool-like device, oJ‘ an appliance, a 
‘machine’, and does so so openly that this indirectness and 
materialism of the means of expression can even be described as 
one of its most essential characteristics. Art is perhaps altogether 
the most sensual, the most sensuous ‘expression’ of the human 
spirit, and already bound as such to something concrete outside 
itself, to a technique, to an instrument, no matter whether this 
instrument is a weaver’s loom or a weaving machine, a paint 
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brush or a camera, a violin or—^to mention something really 
frightful—a cinema organ. Even the human voice—and even the 
vocal apparatus of a Caruso—^is a material instrument, not a 
spiritual reality. It is only in mystical ecstasy, in the happiness of 
love, in compassion—^perhaps only in compassion—^that the soul 
flows directly, without mediation and without instrumentality, 
to other souls—but it never flows thus in the experience of a 
work of art. 

The whole history of industrial art can be represented as the 
continuous renewal and improvement of the technical means 
of expression, and when this is developing normally and smoothly 
it can be defined as the complete exploitation and control of 
these means, as the harmonious adjustment of ability and pim- 
pose, of the vehicles and the contents of expression. The 
obstruction which has occurred in this development since the 
Industrial Revolution, the lead that technical achievements have 
gained over intellectual, is to be attributed not so much to the 
fact that more complicated and more diverse machines began to 
be used, as to the phenomenon that technical development, 
spurred on by prosperity, became so rapid that the human mind 
had no time to keep pace with it. In other words, those elements 
which might have transferred the tradition of craftsmanship to 
mechanical production, the independent masters and their 
apprentices, were eliminated from economic life before they had 
had any chance of adapting themselves and the traditions of their 
craft to the new methods of production. What produced the dis¬ 
turbance of the balance in the relationship between technical and 
intellectual developments was, therefore, a crisis of organization, 
and by no means a basic change in the nature of technics—all of 
a sudden there were too few experts in the industries rooted in 
the old traditions of craftsmanship. 

Morris shared Ruskin’s prejudices on the subject of mechani¬ 
cal production as well as his enthusiasm for handicraft, but he 
assessed the function of the machine much more progressively 
and rationally than his master. He upbraided the society of his 
time with having misused technical inventions, but he already 
knew that in certain circumstances they might prove a blessing 
to humanity.*®I His socialistic optimism only enhanced this hope 
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in technical progress. He defines art as ‘man’s expression of his 
joy in labour’j^®® him, art is not only a source of happiness 
but, above all, the result of a feeling of happiness. Its real value 
lies in the creative process^ in his work tlie artist enjoys liis own 
productivity and it is the joy of work which is artistically produc¬ 
tive. This autogenesis of art is rather mysterious and contains a 
strong dose of Rousseauism, bvit it is in no way more mystical and 
more romantic than the idea that mechanical techniques mean 
the end of art. 

The social phenomena which occupy the art critics and the 
social critics of the Victorian age also form the subject of the 
English novel of the time. This too revolves around what Carlyle 
called the ‘condition-of-England’ problem, and it describes the 
social conditions which arose with the Industrial Revolution. But 
it turns to a more mixed public than the art criticism of the period, 
is more heterogeneous and speaks a more colourful, less fastidious 
language. It tries to interest the strata of society into wdiich 
the wwks of Carlyle and Ruskin never penetrated and to win 
for itself readers for whom social reforms are no mere problems 
of conscience but questions of vital consequence. But, as such 
readers are still in a minority, the novel remains based in the 
main on the interests of the upper and middle strata of the bour¬ 
geoisie, and provides an outlet for the moral conflicts in wdiich 
the victors in the class struggle are involved. Tlie stimulus may 
proceed, as with Disraeli, from patriarchal-feudalistic wish-fulfil¬ 
ment dreams, or, as with Kingsley and Mrs. Gaskell, from a 
Christian-socialist ideal, or, as with Dickens, from concern about 
the pauperization of the petty bourgeoisie, but the final result is 
always a fundamental acceptance of the prevailing order. They 
all begin with the most violent attacks on capitalistic society, 
but come in the end to accept its presuppositions in either an 
optimistic or a quietistic frame of mind, as if they had merely 
wanted to expose and fight against the abuses, in order to prevent 
deeper revolutionary upheavals. In the case of Kingsley the con¬ 
ciliatory tendency finds expression in an openly confessed change 
of mind, with Dickens it is merely concealed by the author’s 
radical and increasingly leftish attitude. Some writers sym¬ 
pathize with the upper classes, others with the ‘insulted and 
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iiijui ed’, but there are no revolutionaries among them. At best, 
they waver between genuine democratic impulses and the reflec¬ 
tion that, in spite of everything, class differences are justified and 
have a beneficent influence. The differences between them are, 
at any rate, of subordinate importance in comparison witli the 
common features of their philanthropic conservatism.^®® 

The modern social novel arises in England, as in France, in 
tlie period around 1830, and enjoys its heyday in the turbulent 
years between 1840 and 1830, when the country stands on the 
brink of revolution. Here, too, it becomes the most important 
literary form of the generation which has come to question the 
aims and standards of bourgeois society and which wants to 
explain tlie sudden rise and threatening ruin of it. But in the 
English novel the problems discussed are more concrete, of 
more general significance, less intellectualistic and sophisticated 
than in tlie French^ tlie authors’ standpoint is more humane, 
more altruistic, but, at the same time, more conciliatory and 
opportunistic. Disraeli, Kingsley, Mrs. Gaskell and Dickens are 
Carlyle’s first disciples and are among the writers who accept his 
ideas most readily.^®* They are irrationalists, idealists, interven¬ 
tionists, they scoff at utilitarianism and national economy, con¬ 
demn liberalism and industrialism, and place their novels at the 
service of the fight against the principle of ‘laissez-faire’ and the 
economic anarchy which they derive from this principle. Before 
1830 the novel as a veliicle of this kind of social propaganda was 
absolutely unknown, although in England the modern novel had 
been ‘social’ from the very beginning, that is, from Defoe and 
Fielding onwards. It was much more directly and deeply con¬ 
nected with the essays of Addison and Steele than with the pas¬ 
toral and love novel of Sidney and Lyly, and its first masters owed 
their insight into the contemporary situation and their moral 
feeling for the social problems of the day to the stimuli which 
they had received from journalism. It is true that this feeling 
becomes blunted at the end of the first great period of the Eng¬ 
lish novel, but it was by no means lost. The novel of terror and 
mystery, whicli took the place of Fielding’s and Richardson’s 
works in the public favour, had no direct connection with the 
facts of society or with reality in general, and in Jane Austen’s 
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novels social reality was tlie soil in vvhicli the chaiacters were 
rooted, but in no sense a problem wliicli the novelist made any 
attempt to solve or interpret. The novel docs not become ^social’ 
again until Walter Scott, though in quite a different sense from 
what it had been in Defoe, Fielding, Richardson or Smollett. In 
Scott the sociological background is stressed much more con¬ 
sciously than in his predecessors; he always shows his characters 
as the representatives of a social class, but the picture of society 
that he draws is much more programmatic and abstract than in 
the novel of the eighteenth ceiitmy. He founds a new tradition 
and is only very loosely connected with tlie Defoe-Fielding- 
Sinollett line of development. But Dickens, the nearest heir of 
Walter Scott and, above all, his successor as the best story-teller 
and the most popular author of liis age, resumes a direct coiuiec- 
tion with this line, for even if he is a pupil of Scott—and who of 
the novelists of the first half of the century is not?—neverthe¬ 
less, the genre that he creates is much more similar to tlie 
picaresque form of the old writers than to Scott’s dramatic mode 
of writing. Dickens is also closely connected with the eighteenth 
century by reason of the moralistic-didactic tendency of his art; 
apart from the picaresque tradition of Fielding and Sterne, he 
revives the philanthropic trend of Defoe and Goldsmith, which 
had been equally neglected by Scott.He owes liis popularity to 
the resuscitation of both these literary traditions and he meets 
the taste of the new reading public halfway both by the picaresque 
colourfulness and the sentimental-moralistic tone of his works. 

Between 1816 and 1850 an average of a hundred novels 
appear in England eveiy year,^®® and the books published in 
1855, most of which are narrative literature, are three times as 
many as the works that had appeared twenty-five years pre- 
viously.^37 The increase in the reading public in the eighteejith 
century was connected wdth the development of the lending 
libraries; but they merely led to a more lively activity among 
publishers and did not contribute in any way to the reduction of 
book prices. With their growing needs, they helped rather to 
stabilize the prices on a comparatively higli level. The price of a 
novel in the usual three-volume edition amounted to one and a 
half guineas, a sum which only extremely few people w^ere in a 
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posilion to pay for a novel. Hence the readership of light fiction 
was restricted in the main to the subscribers to lending libraries. 
It was not until novels begaji to be published in montldy instal¬ 
ments that a fundamental change in the composition and size of 
the reading public took place. Payment by instalments, even 
though this reduced the price only by a thiid, allowed many 
people, who had hardly ever been able to buy books before, to 
purchase the works of their favourite authors. The publication of 
novels iji monthly numbers represented a book-selling innovation, 
which was in fundamental accordance with the introduction of 
the serial novel and had similar results both sociologically and 
artistically. Tlie return to tlie picarescpie form of the novel w^as 
one of these results. 

Dickens, whose successes also mean the triumph of the new' 
method of publication, ejijoys all the advantages and suffers fi’om 
all the disadvantages connected with the democratization of 
literary consumptioji. The constant contact with broad masses of 
the public hel])s him to find a style which is popular in the best 
sense of the word^ he is one of the none too numerous artists 
wlio are not only great and popular, not merely great, although 
they are po])ular, but great, because they are popular. To the 
loyalty of his jmblic and the feeling of security with wdiich 
the affection of his readers inspires him, he owes his grand epic 
stylo, the evenness of his language and that spontaneous, un- 
problematical, almost entirely artless mode of ci’cation, w^hich is 
quite unparalleled in the nineteenth century. On the other 
hand, his popularity only partly explains his greatness as a 
w riter, for Alexandre Dumas and Eugene Sue are just as popular 
as he, without being great in any sense. And his greatness ex¬ 
plains his popularity even less, for Balzac is incomparably greater, 
just as vulgar and yet much less successful, although he produces 
his works under quite similar outward conditions. The disadvan¬ 
tages of popularity for Dickens are much easier to explain. 
Fidelity to his readers, intellectual solidarity with the great 
masses of simple followers, and the desire to maintain the affec¬ 
tion of this relationship produce in him a belief in the absolute 
artistic value of the methods which go down well with the 
emotionally inclined masses and, consequently, also a belief in 
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the infallible instinct and soundness of tlie gieat public’s uni- 
sonously beating heart.^He would nevxT have admitted that 
the artistic quality of a work often stands in an inverse relation¬ 
ship to the number of people who feel moved by it. There are 
certain means by which we can all be moved to tears, even 
though we are afterwards ashamed of not having resisted the 
‘universally human’ appeal of these means. But we shed no tears 
over the fate of the heroes of Homer, Sophocles, Shakespeare, 
Corneille, Racine, Voltaire, Fielding, Jane Austen and Stendhal, 
whereas in reading Dickens w’e feel tlie same thoughtless, com¬ 
placent emotions with wdiich w-e react to the films of today. 

Dickens is one of the most successful writers of all lime and 
perhaps the most popular great writer of the modern age. He is, 
at any rate, the only real writer since romanticism whose work 
did not spring from opposition to his age, nor from a strained 
relationship to his environment, but coincided absolutely with 
tlie demands of his public. He enjo 3 ^s a popularity for which there 
is no parallel since Shakespeare and wdiich approaclies nearest to 
the idea we have of the popularity of the old mimes and minstrels. 
Dickens owes the totality and integrity of his world-view to the 
fact that he does not need to make any concessions, wdien he 
speaks to his public, that he has just as narrow a mental horizon, 
just as undiscriminating taste and just as artless, though incom¬ 
parably richer, an imagination as his readers. Chesterton remarks 
that, in contrast to Dickens, the popular writers of our day 
always feel they must climb downi to their public.Between 
them and their readers there exists just as painful, tliough quite 
differently constituted and much less deeply founded a breach as 
between the great writers and the average public of the period. 
There is no question of any such breach in Dickens, He is not 
only tlie creator of the most comprehensive gallery of figures ever 
to have penetrated the general consciousness and imaginative 
world of the English reading public, his inner relationship to 
these figures is the same as that of his public. His readers’ 
favourites are also his favourites and he talks of little Nell or 
little Dombey with the same feelings and in the same tone as the 
most harmless little grocer or the simplest old maid. 

The series of triumphs began for Dickens with his first full- 
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length work, the Pickwick Papers^ forty thousand copies of the 
separate instalments of which were sold from the fifteenth num¬ 
ber onwards. This success determined the style of bookselling in 
which the English fiction of the succeeding quarter of a century 
was to develop. The power of attraction of the author, who had 
become famous all of a sudden, never slackened throughout his 
whole career. Tlie world was always hungry for more and he 
worked almost as feverishly and breathlessly as Balzac to meet the 
enormous demand. These two colossi belong together 5 they are 
exponents of the same literary boom, they supply the same book- 
hungry public, which, after the upheavals of an age filled with 
revolutionary agitation and disillusionrnents, seeks in the ficti¬ 
tious world of the novel for a substitute for reality, a signpost in 
the chaos of life and a compensation for lost illusions. But Dickens 
penetrates into wider circles than Balzac. With the aid of the 
cheap monthly instalments he wins a completely new class for 
literature, a class of people who had never read novels before, and 
beside whom the readers of the older novel literature seem like 
so many beaux esprits. A charwoman tells how where she lived 
tlie people met on tlie first Monday of every month at the house 
of a snuff shop proprietor and received tea on payment of a sn\all 
sum^ after tea the master read aloud the latest instalment of 
Domhcy and all the occupants of the house were admitted to the 
reading without charge.Dickens was a purve}^ of light 
fiction for the masses, the continuer of the old ^shilling-shocker’ 
and the inventor of the modern ‘tln iller’,^^^ in short, the author 
of books which, apart from their literary quality, corresponded in 
all respects to our ‘best-sellers’. But it would be wrong to assume 
that he wrote his novels merely for the uneducated or the half- 
educated masses 5 a section of the upper middle class and even a 
section of the intelligentsia were part of his enthusiastic public. 
His novels were the up-to-date, topical literature of the time, just 
as the film is the ‘contemporary art’ of our age, and has even 
for people who are perfectly aware of its artistic inadequacies 
the inestimable value of being a living form, pregnant with the 
future. 

From the very start, Dickens was the representative of the new 
type of artistically and ideologically progressive literature $ he 
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aroused interest even when he did not please, and even when 
people found his social gospel anytliiiig but agreeable, they found 
his novels entertaining. It was, in any case, possible to separate 
his artistic from his political philosophy. He raged with flaming 
words against the sins of society, the heartlessness and the in¬ 
solence of the rich, the liarshness and lack of sympathy of the 
law, the cruel treatment of children, the inhuman conditions in 
tlie prisons, factories and schools, in short, against the lack of 
consideration for the individual which is the property of all in¬ 
stitutional organizations. His accusations rumbled in all ears and 
filled all hearts with the uneasy feeling of an injustice of wliich 
the whole of society was guilty. But the cry of distress and the 
satisfaction that always follows after a good cry did not lead 
to anything more tangible. The author’s social message was 
politically fruitless, and even artistically his philanthropy bore 
very mixed fruits. It deepened his sympathetic insight into tlie 
psychology of his characters, but it produced, at the same time, a 
sentimentalism which was liable to cloud his vision. His un¬ 
critical benevolence, his ‘Cheeryblism’, his confidence in the 
ability of private charity and the kind-heartedness of the proper¬ 
tied class to repair social defects, sprang, in the final analysis, 
from his vague social consciousness, from his undecided position 
between the classes as a petty bourgeois. He was never able to 
overcome the shock of having been slung out of the middle class 
in his youth and having reached the brink of the proletariat^ he 
always felt that he had fallen in the social scale, or rather Avas in 
danger of falling.'*® He w^as a radical philanthropist, a liberal- 
minded friend of the people, a passionate opponent of conserva¬ 
tism, but he was by no means a socialist and a revolutionary—at 
most a petty bourgeois in revolt, a victim of humiliation who 
neA^er forgot what had been inflicted on him in his youth.'*® 
And he remained the life-long petty bourgeois who imagined he 
was under the necessity of protecting himself not only against a 
danger from above but also against one from below. He felt and 
thought like a petty bourgeois, and his ideals were those of the 
petty bourgeoisie. He regarded work, perseverance, thrift, the 
ascent to security, lack of worry and respectability as forming the 
true substance of life. He thought that happiness consisted in a 
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state of modest prosperity, in the idyll of an existence protected 
from tlie hostile outside world, in the family circle, in the shel¬ 
tered comfort of a well-heated room, of a cosy parlour or of the 
sta^e-coach taking its passengers to a safe destination. 

Dickens is incapable of overcoming the iimer contradictions 
of liis social ideology. On the one hand, he liurls the bitterest 
charges at society, on the other, however, he under-estimates the 
extent of the social evils, because he refuses to admit it.^^^ Actu¬ 
ally, lie still holds fast to the principle: ^everything for tlie people 
—nothing with the people’, for he is unable to get away from the 
prejudice that tlie people is incompetent to rule.^*® He is afraid 
of tlie ‘rabble’ and identifies the ‘people’, in the ideal sense of the 
term, with the middle class. Flaubert, Maupassant and the Gon- 
courts are, despite their conservatism, unbending rebels, vvliereas, 
in spite of his jiolitical progressiveness and his o 2 )posilion to exist¬ 
ing conditions, Dickens is a peace-loving citizen, who accepts the 
presuppositions of the prevailing capitalistic system without ques¬ 
tion. He knows only the burdens and grievances of the petty 
bourgeoisie, and fights only against evils which can be remedied 
without shaking the foundations of bourgeois society. Of the 
situation of the proletariat and life in the great industrial cities, 
he knows almost nothing and lie has a very queer conception of 
the la})Our movement. He is only troubled about the fate of the 
crafts, the small indepeiKlent masters and tradesmen, tlie assist¬ 
ants and apjirentices. 'Lhe demands of the working class, that 
great and constantly growing powder of the future, only frighten 
liim. He is not j)articularly interested in the technical achieve¬ 
ments of his age, and the romanticism with which he adheres to 
antiquated ways of life is much more S])ontaneous and genuine 
than Carlyle’s and Ruskin’s enthusiasm for the Middle Ages 
witli its monasteries and guilds. Compared with Balzac’s rrietro- 
jiolitan, techiiicistic outlook, with his delight in inventions and 
innovations, all this seems to indicate a paltry, sluggish pj ovin- 
cialism. In tlie works of his later period, especially in Hard 
2V/7ZC5, a certain widening of his outlook can no doubt be 
observed: the problem of the industrial city enters into his range 
of ideas, and he discusses with growing interest the fate of the 
industrial proletariat as a class. But how inadequate is his con- 
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ceptioii of tlie inner structure of capitalism, how prejudiced and 
cliildisli his judgement on the aims of the labour movement, how 
philistine his view that ssocialistic agitation is nothing but dema¬ 
gogy and the strike parole nothing but blackmail!^^® The author’s 
sympathy is with good Stephen Blackpool, who does not take part 
in the strike and feels an unconquerable, although strongly con¬ 
cealed, sense of solidarity with his master, based on an atavistic, 
cringing loyalty. The ^dog’s morality’ plays a great part in 
Dickens. The further removed an attitude is from the mature, 
critical, intellectual approach of a serious-ininded man, the more 
understanding and sympathy he has for it. The uneducated, 
simple folk are always closer to his heart tlian the educated, and 
children more so than grown-uj)s. 

Dickens absolutely misunderstands the significance of the 
conflict between capital and labour j he simply does not grasp tliat 
two irreconcilable forces confront each otlier here, and that tlie 
settlement of the quarrel does not depend on the good will of the 
individual. The gospel truth that man does not live by bread 
alone does not seem very convincing in a novel describing the 
struggle of the proletariat for daily bread. But Dickens cannot 
give up his childish belief in the possibility of reconciling the 
classes. He indulges in the illusion that patriarchal-philanthropic 
feelings, on the one, and a patient, self-sacrificing attitude, on 
the other side, guarantee social peace. He preaches the renun¬ 
ciation of violence, because he regards insurrection and revolu¬ 
tion as greater evils than suppression and exj)loitation. If he 
never uttered such a harsh phrase as Goethe’s ‘ratlier injustice 
than disorder’, it was only because he was not so brave and had 
not come to anything like such a clear understanding with him¬ 
self as Goethe. He transformed the healthy, unsentimental 
egoism of the older bourgeoisie into an adulterated, sugary 
‘philosophy of Cliristmas’, best summarized as follows by Taine: 
‘Be good and love one another^ the feeling of the heart is the one 
real joy. . . . Leave science to the scholars, pride to tlie noble, 
luxury to the rich. . . Dickens did not know how hard the 
kernel of this gospel of love really was, and what the peace it 
promised would have cost the weaker classes of society. But he 
felt it, and the inner contradictions of his philosophy are unmis- 
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takably reflected in the serious neurotic disturbances which tor¬ 
mented him. The world of this apostle of peace is by no means 
a peaceful and harmless world. His sejitimentalily is often only 
the mask hiding a terrifying cruelty, his humour smiles in the 
midst of tears, his good temper fights against a choking fear of 
life, a grimace is hidden behind the features of liis most good- 
natured characters, his bourgeois decorum is always on the verge 
of criminality, the scenery of his beloved old-fashioned world 
is an uncanny lumber-room, liis enormous vitality, his joy of 
life stand in the shadow of death and his fidelity to nature is 
a feverish liallucination. This apparently so decent, correct, 
respectable Victorian turns out to be a desperate surrealist 
tormented by fear-ridden dreams. 

Dickens is not merely a representative of truth to life and 
fidelity to nature in art, not only a consummate master of the 
‘petits faits vrais’, but tlie artist to whom English literature owes 
the most important naturalistic achievements. The whole modern 
English novel derives its art of milieu description, its chai*acter 
drawing and its mastery of dialogue from him. But, in reality, all 
tlie characters of this naturalist are caricatures, all the features of 
real life are exaggerated, pushed to extremes, overstrained, 
eveiything becomes a fantastic shadow-play and puppet-show^ 
everything is transformed into the stylized, simplified and stereo- 
typ(‘d relationships and situations of the melodrama. Ilis most 
lovable figures are notorious fools, liis most harmless petty bour¬ 
geois impossible cranks, monomaniacs and vsprites; his carefully 
drawn milieus seem like romantic opera scenes and his whole 
naturalism often produces merely the sharpness and the dazzling 
light of apparitions in a dream. Balzac’s woi*st absurdities are 
more logical than some of his visions. Tlie Victorian repressions 
and compromises create an absolutely unbalanced, uncontrolled 
hieurotic’ style in him. But neuroses are by no means always 
complicated and there was in fact notliing complicated and sub¬ 
limated about Dickens. He was not only one of the most unedu¬ 
cated English writers, not only just as ill-informed and unlettered 
as, for example, Richardson or Jane Austen, but, in contrast 
above all to the last-named, primitive and in some respects 
obtuse, a big child with no feeling for the deeper problems of life. 
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There was nothing intellectual about him and he never thought 
much of intellectuals. Whenever he had occasion to describe an 
artist or a thinker, he made fun of them. He maintained the 
puritan’s hostile attitude to art and added to it the unintellectual 
and anti-artistic convictions of the matter-of-fact bourgeoisie5 he 
regarded art as unnecessary and immoral. His hostility to the 
things of the mind was worse than bourgeois, it was petty bour¬ 
geois and narrow-minded. He refused to have any intercourse 
with artists, poets and suchlike wind-bags, as if he wanted 
tliereby to bear w^itness yet again to the sense of solidarity witli 
his public. 

In the Victorian age the reading public was already divided 
into tw'o precisely definable circles and, in spite of his adherents 
in the upper classes, Dickens w^as regarded as the author of the 
uneducated, undiscriminating public. Tliis cleavage had already 
existed in the eighteenth centur}", of course, and Richardson can 
be considered to represent the more elevated middle-class taste, 
especially in contrast to Defoe and Fielding^ but the readers of 
Richardson, Defoe and Fielding were still on the wdiole tlie same 
people. From 1850 on^vards, how ever, the gulf betw^een the two 
cultural strata be^came niucli more perceptible, and it w^as fairly 
easy to mark off Dickens’s public from that of Thackeray and 
Trollope, even though many readers were still on the l)order- 
line. It is quite clear that there had already been people in the 
eighteentli century who found it easier to identify themselves 
with Richardson’s lieroes and heroines than with tliose of 
Fielding, but there are now readers who can simply not endure 
Dickens and others wdio can hardly understand Thackeray or 
George Eliot. The phenomenon, so characteristic of the present- 
day situation, that alongside the educated, critical reading public 
there exists a circle of equally regular readers, who seek for 
nothing more in literature than easy, ephemeral entertainment, 
was unknowui before the Victorian age. The public interested 
only in literary entertainment was still made up very largely of 
casual readers, whereas the regular reading public was restricted 
to the cultured class. But in Dickens’s day, as in our own, there are 
two groups of people interested in belles-lettres. The only dif¬ 
ference between that age and our own is that the popular light 
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literature of that time still embraced the works of a writer like 
Dickens and tliat there were still many people who were able to 
enjoy both kinds of literature,whereas today good literature is 
fundamentally unpopular and popular literature is unbearable 
to people of taste. 

The World Exhibition of 1851 marks a turning point in the 
history of England; the mid-Victorian age is, in contrast to the 
early Victorian period, an age of prosperity and pacification. Eng- 
huid l)OCornes the Svoi-ksliop of the world’, prices rise, the living 
conditions of the working class are improved, socialism is ren¬ 
dered harmless, tlie political ascendency of the bourgeoisie is 
consolidated. It is true that the social problems are not solved, 
but their sharp edge is removed. The catastrophe of ISIS pro¬ 
duces a fatigue and passivity in the progressive strata of society 
and the novel thereby loses its intolerant and aggressive char¬ 
acter. Thackeray, 'rrollopo, and George Eliot no longer write 
‘social novels’ as understood by Kingsley, Mrs. Gaskell and 
Dickens, Certainly, tliey draft great pictures of society, but they 
seldom discuss the social problems of the day, and renounce the 
propagation of a socinl-])olitical thesis. With George Eliot, whose 
outlook on the world is particularly characteristic of the intel- 
Ic'Ctual atmosphere of this period,^®® society is no longer in the 
foreground of the (exposition, although it is, as in the novels of 
Jane Austen, the vital element in which the characters move and 
deU^rmino each other’s fate, George Eliot always describees the 
mutual dependence of human beings, the magnetic field that 
ihc}’^ create around themselves, the influence of which they in¬ 
crease with (wery action and every word;^^^ she shows that no one 
can lead an isolated, autonomous life within modern society, 
and in this sense her works are social novels. Tlie accent has 
shifted however: society appears as a positive, all-embracing 
reality, but as a fact that has to be endured. 

The turning towards introversion in the history of the Eng¬ 
lish novel is accomplished in the works of George Eliot. The 
most important events in her novels are of an intellectual and 
moral nature, and the soul, the inner citadel, the moral con¬ 
sciousness of man is the scene of the great conflicts of destiny. 
In this sense her works are psychological novels.^''*® Instead of 
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external happenings and adventures, instead of social questions 
and conflicts, moral problems and crises are central in her plots. 
Her heroes are thoughtful people for whom intellectual and moral 
experiences are as immediate as physical facts. Her works ai’e to 
some extent psychological-philosophical essays which more or 
less conform to the ideal of the novel that the German romantics 
had in mind. In spite of that, her art signifies a break with 
romanticism and, in addition, the first successful attempt to re¬ 
place the spiritual values created by the romantics with dif¬ 
ferent, fundamentally unromantic values. With George Eliot, 
the novel acquires a new intellectual-emotional content—that 
intellectual content, the emotional value of which had been lost 
since the days of classicism 5 it hinges not on sentimental experi¬ 
ences of an irrational nature, but on an attitude wliich George 
Eliot herself calls ‘intellectual passion’. The real subject of her 
novels is the analysis and interpretation of life, the knowledge 
and appreciation of intellectual values. Understanding is a w^ord 
that constantly recurs in her works^^®^ to be alert, to be respon¬ 
sible, to deal uncompromisingly with oneself, is the demands ho 
is always repeating. ‘The highest calling and election is to do 
without opium, and live through all our pain with conscious, 
clear-eyed endurance,’ she writes in a letter of 1860.^^* 

The destiny of thoughtful people, with its problems and con¬ 
tradictions, its tragedies and defeats, could only attain tlie imme¬ 
diacy and force that it has in Middlemarchy in the wT)rk of a 
writer who was so deeply involved in the intellectual life of her 
time as George Eliot. The bCvSt and most progressive thinkers of 
the England of that period, including .1. S. Mill, Spencer and 
Huxley, are among George Eliot’s friends; she translates Feuer¬ 
bach and D. F. Strauss and stands at the centre of the ration¬ 
alistic and positivistic movement of her age. The serious, critical 
purpose, free from all frivolity and credulity, which informs her 
moral outlook, is typical of her w'^hole thinking. She is the first to 
be able adequately to describe an intellectual in the Englisli 
novel. Apart from her, none of the contemporary novelists can 
speak of an artist or a scholar without ridiculing liim or making 
himself ridiculous. Even Balzac really regards them as strange, 
exotic creatures, who fill him with naive amazement and force a 
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more or less goocLiiatured smile out of him. Compared with 
George Eliot, he seejns a half-educated autodidact, even though, 
as ill the Chcf-cVocuvTe inconnu^ he opens up perspectives the 
depth and breadth of which lie far beyond George Eliot’s artistic 
powers. Balzac’s strength is description, George Eliot’s the analysis 
of experience. She knows from her own experience the torment 
of wrestling with intellectual problems, she knows or has some 
idea of the tragedies connected with spiritual defeats, otherwise 
she would never have been able to create a character like Dr. 
Casaubon.^®’ Thanks to her intellectuality, she attains a new 
ideal and a new conception of the ‘abortive life’, and she adds a 
new type to that series of ‘manquds’ to which, almost without 
exception, the heroes of the modern novel belong. 

(jooige Eliot’s intellectualism is, however, not the real and 
final reason for the psychologizing of the social novel, but itself 
only a symptom of the recession of social in favour of psycho¬ 
logical problems. The psychological novel is the literary genre of 
the intelligentsia as the cultui'al stratum in process of emanci- 
2 ^ating itself from the bourgeoisie, just as tlie social novel was the 
literary form of the cultural stratum which was still fundament¬ 
ally one with the bourgeoisie. It is not until the beginning of 
the mid-Victorian period that the intelligentsia comes forward 
in England as a group without ties, ‘socially unattached’,^®* 
‘beyond all clavSS distinctions’,^®® ‘mediating’ between the various 
classes.^*® Until this time there had never been an intelligentsia 
here with any feeling of being an independent social group in 
revolt against the bourgeoisie. The cultured stratum maintains 
its connection with the bourgeoisie so long as this class allow's 
it to have its own w^ay. The estrangement which set in with 
romanticism between the progressive literarj" elite and the con¬ 
servative middle class was smoothed over again with the con¬ 
version of the romantics to the idea of conservatism. The writers 
of tlie early Victorian period fought for reforms within bourgeois 
society, but never thought of destroying this society. The bour¬ 
geoisie had also never regarded them in any way as traitors or 
even as foreigners 5 on the contrary, it followed their activities 
in the field of social and cultural criticism with sympathy and 
goodwill. The cultural stratum fulfilled a function in bourgeois 
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society of the importance of which the rulijig classes were on 
the whole quite aware. It formed the safety-valve that prevented 
an explosion and, by giving expression to conflicts of conscience 
which were in danger of being repressed, it provided an outlet 
for tensions within the bourgeoisie itself. 

It was only after its victory over the Revolution and the 
defeat of Chartism that the bourgeoisie felt so safely entrenched 
that it no longer had any qualms and twinges of conscience and 
imagined that it was no longer in any need of criticism. But the 
cultural elite, and especially its literaidly productive section, 
thereby lost the feeling of liaving a missioji to fulfll in society. 
It saw^ itself cut off from the social class of wliich it had hitherto 
been the niouthpiece and it felt completely isolated betw^een the 
uneducated classes and the bourgeoisie. It was this feeling that 
first gave rise to the replacement of the earlier cultural stratum 
with its roots in the middle class by tlie social group tJiat we call 
the intelligentsia’. But this development really formed only the 
final stage in a process of emancipation in the course of wdiich 
tlie representatives of culture had gradually detached them¬ 
selves from the representatives of power. Humanism and the 
enlightenment are the first stations in this development^ they 
complete the emancipation of culture, oji the one hand, from the 
dogma of the Church, on the other, from the aesthetic dictator¬ 
ship of the aristocracy. The French Revolution marks the end of 
the cultural monopoly that liad been exercised until then by the 
two higher estates and it paves the w ay for the cultural mono¬ 
poly of the bourgeoisie, which appears to be absolutely assured 
with the advent of the July monarchy. The conclusion of the 
revolutionary era around the middle of the century marks the 
final step towards the emancipation of the cultural stratum from 
the ruling classes and the first step tow^ards the creation of the 
‘intelligentsia’ in the narrower meaning of the wnrd. 

The intelligentsia arose out of the bourgeoisie and its pre¬ 
decessor was that vanguard of the middle class which paved the 
way for the French Revolution. Its cultural ideal is enlightened 
and liberal, its human ideal is based on the concept of tlie free, 
progressive personality unrestrained by convention and tradi¬ 
tion. When the bourgeoisie spurns the intelligentsia and the 
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intelligentsia deserts the class from which it had arisen and to 
which it is bound by innumerable ties of common interest, what 
takes place is really an unnatural and absurd proceeding. The 
emancipation of the intelligentsia can be regarded as a phase of 
the universal process of specialization, that is to say, as part of 
that process of abstraction which, since the Industrial Revolution, 
has been abolishing the ‘organic’ relationship between the vari¬ 
ous strata of society, between the different professions and pro¬ 
vinces of culture, but it can also be interpreted as a direct 
reaction against this verj’’ specialization, as an attempt to realize 
the ideal of the total, all-round human being in whom the 
values of culture are combined in an integrated whole. The in¬ 
telligentsia’s apparent independence of the middle class, and 
conseruently, of all social ties, is in accordance with the illusion, 
cherislied by both the bourgeoisie and the intelligentsia, that the 
things of the mind live in a realm beyond the distinctions of 
class. The intellectuals try to believe in the absoluteness of truth 
and beauty, because that makes them seem the represeiitatives 
of a ‘higher’ reality and because it compensates for their lack of 
influence in society; tlie bourgeoisie again allows this claim of the 
intelligentsia to a position between and above the classes to stand, 
because it fancies it can see therein a proof of the existence of 
universally human values and the possibility of class differences 
being forgotten. But like ‘art for art’s sake’, science for science’s 
sake or truth for truth’s sake is merely a product of the estrange¬ 
ment of the intellectuals from practical affairs. The idealism 
which it contains costs the bourgeoisie the overcoming of its 
hatred for the tilings of the mind; the intelligentsia, on the other 
hand, thereby gives expression to its jealousy of the mighty 
middle class, llie resentment of the cultured strata towards their 
masters is nothing new; the humanists had already suffered from 
it and had produced all the neurotic symptoms of an inferiority 
complex. But how could a class that imagined it was in possession 
of the truth help feeling jealousy, envy and hatred for the class 
that was in possession of all economic and political power? In 
the Middle Ages, the clergy had all the sanctions of ‘truth’ 
at their disposal, but partly the instruments of economic and 
political power as well. Thanks to this coincidence, the patho- 
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logical phenomena which resulted from the later division of 
these spheres of authority were still unknown. 

In contrast to the medieval clergy, the modern intelligentsia 
is recruited from various financial and professional classes and 
represents the interests and views of various and often antagonis¬ 
tic strata of society. This heterogeneity strengthens its feeling of 
standing above class differences and of representing the living 
conscience of society. As a result of its mixed descent, it feels the 
boundaries dividing the various ideologies and cultures more 
strongly than the earlier cultured strata and it gives a sharper 
edge to the social criticism, which it already felt called upon to 
make as the ally of the middle class. From the very beginning its 
task consisted in making clear the presuppositions of cultural 
values 5 it formulated the ideas which wei e at the root of the 
bourgeois outlook, it worked out the ideological content of the 
bourgeois attitude to life, in a world of practical business it ful¬ 
filled the function of contemplative thinking, of introversion and 
sublimation—it was, in short, the mouthpiece of the bourgeois 
ideology. But now that the bonds between the intelligentsia and 
the middle class have slackened, the self-imposed censorship of 
the ruling class turns into destructive criticism, and the principle 
of dynamics and renewal into that of anarchy. The cultural 
stratum still at one with the bourgeoisie was the pioneer of 
reforms 5 the intelligentsia which had deserted the bourgeoisie 
becomes an element of revolt and decomposition. Until about 
1848 the intelligentsia is still the intellectual vanguard of the 
bourgeoisie, after 1848 it becomes, consciously or unconsciously, 
the champion of the working class. As a result of the insecurity of 
its own existence, it feels that it is to a certain extent in the same 
boat as the proletariat, and this feeling of solidarity increases its 
readiness to conspire, when occasion offers, against the bourgeoisie 
and to take part in preparing the anti-capitalistic revolution. 

With the bohdme the points of contact between the intelli¬ 
gentsia and the proletariat go far beyond this general feeling of 
sympathy. The bohemians are in fact themselves only a part of 
the proletariat. In certain respects they represent the consumma¬ 
tion, but at the same time also a caricature of the intelligentsia. 
They complete the emancipation of the intelligentsia from the 
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middle class, but at the same time they transform the fight 
against bourgeois conventions into an obsession, often into a kind 
of persecu tion mania. They realize, on the one hand, the ideal of 
absolute concentration on spiritual aims, but, on the other hand, 
they neglect the remaining values of life and deprive the mind, 
victorious over life, of the very purpose of its victory. Their inde¬ 
pendence of the bourgeois world turns out to be only a semblance 
of freedom, for tliey feel their estrangement from society as a 
heavy burden of guilt, unconfessed though it may bej their 
arrogance proves an overcompensation for an excess of weakness; 
their exaggerated self-assertion as a doubt in their own creative 
powers. In France this development takes place earlier than in 
England where, around the middle of the century, with Ruskin, 
J. S. Mill, Huxley, George Eliot and their adherents, the first 
represen La lives of an ‘unattached’, ‘independently thinking’ in¬ 
telligentsia appear, but where, for the time being, there is no 
question eitlier of a turning to proletarian revolution, or of the 
formation of a bohime. The connection with the middle class 
here continues to be so close that the intelligentsia prefers to take 
refuge in an ‘aristocratic moralism’,i®i than to make common 
cause with the broad masses. Even George Eliot regards as an 
essentially psychological and moral problem what is in reality a 
sociological problem, and looks in psychology for the answer to 
questions which can only be answered sociologically. She thereby 
leaves the path which is now trodden by the Russian novel and 
on which it achieves its consummation. 

The modern Russian novel is in essentials the creation of the 
Russian intelligentsia, that is to say, of that intellectual elite 
which renounces official Russia and interprets literature as mean¬ 
ing above all social criticism and the novel as the ‘social’ novel. 
In Russia the novel as mere entertainment or pure analysis of 
character, with no claim to social significance and usefulness, is 
unknown until the beginning of the ’eighties. The nation is in 
such a violent ferment and political and social consciousness is 
so strongly developed in the reading public that it is quite im¬ 
possible for a principle like ‘art for art’s sake’ to arise here at all. 
In Russia the concept of the intelligentsia is always related to 
that of activism, and its connection with the democratic opposi- 
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tion is much more intimate than in the West. Tlie conservative 
nationalists can iji no sense be reckoned as belonging to this in¬ 
transigent intelligentsia witli its sectarian exclusiveness,^®^ and 
even the greatest masters of the Russian novel, Dostoevsky and 
Tolstoy, only belong to it to a limited extent^ in their critical 
attitude to society they are, however, very largely inlluenced by 
the way of thinking of the intelligentsia, and with their art they 
contribute to its destructive work, although they lefuse person¬ 
ally to have anjThing to do witli it.^®® 

The whole of modern Russian literatin e arises from the spirit 
of opposition. It owes its first golden age to the literary activities 
of the progressive, cosmopolitan gentry who strive to obtain 
recognition for the ideas of the enlightenment and of democracy 
as against the despotism of the czars. In the age of Pushkin the 
liberal nobility, with its tendency to Western ideas, is the oidy 
cultured stratum of society in Russia. It is triuj that with tlie rise 
of commercial and industrial capitalism tJie class t>f intellectual 
workers, which had previously been made uj) mainly of ollicials 
and doctors, received a considerable influx of technicians, lawyers 
and journalists,^®^ but literary production I’emained in the hands 
of the aristocratic olTicers who, finding no satisfaction in their 
profession, promised themselves more from the free bourgeois 
world than from the tottering feudalism of their time.^®® Tdie 
reaction, which sets in with renewed strength after the defeat of 
the Decembrist Revolt, succeeds in scattering the rebels, but it 
does not succeed in prev^enting the formation of a iievv political 
and literary vanguard—that of the intelligentsia. With the rise of 
this cultured class the predominance of the nobility in Russian 
literature, which was all-powerful until the end of the ’eighties, 
comes to an end. The death of Pushkin mai ks tlie close of an age: 
intellectual leadersliip passes into the hands of the intelligentsia 
and remains there right up to the Bolshevist revolution.i®® 

The new cultural 6lilo is a mixed group, consisting of noble 
and plebeian elements, recruited from d^classeSs from above and 
below. Its members are, on the one hand, so-called ‘conscious- 
stricken noblemen’ whose outlook is still fairly close to that of the 
Decembrists and, on the other, the sons of small shopkeepers, 
subordinate civil servants, urban clergymen and emancipated 
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serfs who are usually described as ‘people of mixed descent’ and 
most of whom lead the uncertain life of ‘free artists’, students, 
private tutors and journalists. Until the middle of the century 
these plebeians are in a minority compared with the gentry, but 
they gradually increase in numbers and they end by absorbing all 
the other elements of the intelligentsia. The most important part 
in tlie new pattern is played by clergymen’s sons who, owing to 
the natural antagonism between father and son, give most 
pointed expression to the anti-religious and anti-traditionalist 
convictions of the intelligentsia. They fuliil the same function as 
the pastors’ sons in eighteenth-century Europe, where during the 
enlightenment tlie situation was similar to that prevailing in pre¬ 
revolutionary Russia. It is therefore no accident that two of the 
most important pioneers of Russian rationalism, Chernyslievsky 
and Dobrolyubov, are the sons of priests and emerge from the 
middle-class population of the great commercial cities. 

Moscow University, with its student associations and cultural 
societies, is the centre of the new ‘classless’ intelligentsia. The 
contrast between the old, pleasure-seeking and blasd residence 
with its high olTicials and generals, and the modern university 
city with its youth capable of enthusiasm and eager for know¬ 
ledge, denotes the origin of the cultural cliange that now takes 
place.The poor student, dependent on himself, is the proto- 
type of the new intelligeiitsia, just as the noble officer in the 
Guards w^as the representative of the old intellectual elite. The 
cultured society of Moscow continues to preserve its semi-aristo¬ 
cratic stamp for a time, however, and philosophical discussions 
still take place very largely in the salons until about the end of 
the ’forties,^®® l)ut the latter no longer have an exclusive character 
and gradually lose their former importance. In the ’sixties, the 
democratization of literature and the formation of the new intelli¬ 
gentsia is complete. After the emancipation of the peasants it is 
considerably extended by the masses that crowd in from the ranks 
of the impoverished lower nobility, but the new elements do not 
alter the inner structure of the group. The ruined landowuiers are 
to some extent forced to do intellectual work and to adapt them¬ 
selves to the way of life of the bourgeois intelligentsia, in order to 
support themselves. It is to be noted, however, that they not only 
s.H.A.— 2 843 z—-2 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 


add to the number of the progressive, cosmopolitan Westernizers, 
but to an equal, if not to a higher degree that of the Slavophils 
as well, thereby creating a certain balance between the two 
groups. 

The intellectual reaction wliicli the rationalism of the 
Westernized intelligentsia calls forth corresponds to the romantic 
historicisrn and traditionalism wdth which Western Europe had 
reacted to the Revolution half a century earlier. The Slavophils 
are the indirect and mostly unconscious intellectual heirs of 
Burke, de Bonald, de Maistre, Herder, Hamann, Moeser and 
Adam Mueller, just as the Westernizers are the disciples of 
Voltciire, the Encyclopaedists, German idealism and later, on the 
one hand, of the socialists Saint-Simon, Fourier and Comte, and 
on the other, of the materialists Feuerbach, Buechner, Vogt and 
Moleschott. They stress, in opposition to the cosmopolitan and 
atheistic free thought of the Westernizers, the value of national 
and religious traditions, and px-oclaim their mystical belief in the 
Russian peasant and their fidelity to the orthodox Church. As 
opposed to rationalism and positivism, they declare themselves 
believers in the irrational idea of ‘organic’ historical growth, and 
they represent the old Russia, wdth its ‘genuine Christianity’ and 
its freedom from Western individualism, as the ideal and the 
salvation of Europe, just as the Westernizers, for their part, see 
tlie ideal and salvation for Russia in Europe. Slavophilism itself is 
very old, indeed even older than the resistance to Peter the 
Great’s reforms, but it begins its official existence only with the 
struggle against Belinsky. At any rate, the movement owes its 
fervour and its definite programme to the opposition to the ‘men 
of the ’forties’. The leaders of this theoretically clarified and pro¬ 
grammatically conscious Slavophilism are, to begin with, mainly 
aristocratic landowners, still living under the old feudal condi¬ 
tions, who clothe their political and social conservatism in the 
ideology of ‘holy Russia’ and the ‘messianic task of the Slav 
peoples’. Their cult of national traditions is mostly no more than 
a means of fighting the progressive ideas of the Westernizers, and 
their Rousseauist and romantic enthusiasm for the Russian 
peasant only tlie ideological form of their endeavour to hold fast 
to patriarchal-feudal conditions. 
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The Slavophil movement is not, however, wholly identical 
with conservatism and reaction. There are many real friends of 
the people among the Slavophils, just as there are many enemies 
of democracy among the Westernizers. Herzen himself is well 
known to have had certain reservations against the democratic 
institutions of the West. The first Slavophils, however, are oppon¬ 
ents of czarist autocracy and attack the government of Nicholas I. 
It is true that the later Slavophils adopt a more positive attitude 
to czardom, the idea of which forms an integral component of 
their political theory and philosophy of history, but they con¬ 
tinue to count democrats among their supporters. Tlie Slavophil 
movement as a whole has to be divided into two stages, just as 
there are two different generations of Westernizers. For, just as 
the reformism and rationalism of the Torties develops into the 
socialism and materialism of the ’sixties and ’seventies, so the 
Slavophilism of the feudal landowners changes into the pan¬ 
slavism and populism of Danilevsky, Grigoriev and Dostoevsky. 
The modern democratic trend is sharply opposed to the former 
aristocratic tendency.^®® After the liberation of the peasants many 
of the older writers turn away from the Westernized intellectuals 
and join the nationalists 5 so that it is hardly any longer possible to 
assert that Vx)nservative literature is notably weaker than pro¬ 
gressive literature, both quantitatively and qualitatively’.^’® 
The Slavophils and the Westernizers now differ more in their 
fighting methods than in their aims. The whole of intellectual 
Russia adopts the ‘Slav idea ’5 all the intellectuals are patriots and 
prophets of the ‘Russian mission’. They ‘kneel in mystic adora¬ 
tion before the Russian sheepskin’,^’^ they study the Russian 
soul and develop an enthusiasm for ‘ethnographical poetry’. 
Peter the Great’s dictum, ‘ We need Europe for a few decades, then 
we shall be able to turn our backs on it’, still accords with the 
opinion of most of the reformers. The very word ‘narod’, which 
means both ‘people’ and ‘nation’, makes it possible for the dif¬ 
ference between democrats and nationalists to become blurred.^’ 2 
The Slavophil inclinations of the radicals are to be explained 
above all by the fact that the Russians, still in the very earliest 
stages of capitalism, are much more homogeneous as a nation, 
that is to say, much less divided by class differences, than the 
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peoples of the West, The whole intellectual ^lite in Russia is 
Rousseauist in its outlook and is more or less hostile to art and 
sophisticated culture^ it feels that the cultural traditions of the 
West, classical antiquity, the Roman Church, medieval scholas¬ 
ticism, the Renaissance and the Reformation, and partly even 
modern individualism, scienticism and aestheticism are an 
obstacle to the realization of its own aims.^’* The aesthetic 
utilitarianism of Belinsky, Chernyshevsky and Pisarev is just as 
anti-traditionalistic as Tolstoy’s hostility to art. The rdles are not 
even exactly divided between Westernizers and Slavophils in the 
great controversy between subjectivism and objectivism, indivi¬ 
dualism and collectivism, free^dom and authority, although the 
Westernizers naturally incline more to the liberal and the Slavo¬ 
phils more to the authoritarian ideal. But Belinsky and Herzen 
wrestle just as desperately and often just as helplessly with the 
problem of individual liberty as Dostoevsky or Tolstoy. The 
entire philosophical speculation of the Russians hinges on this 
problem and the danger of moral relativism, the spectre of 
anarchy, the chaos of crime, occupy and frighten all the 
Russian thinkers. The Russians see the great and crucial Euro¬ 
pean question of the estrangement of the individual from society, 
the loneliness and isolation of modern man, as the problem of 
freedom. Nowhere has this problem been lived through more 
deeply, more intensively and more disturbingly than in Russia, 
and no one felt the responsibility involved in the attempt to 
solve it with greater anguish than Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. The 
hero of the Memoirs fr om Underground, Raskolnikov, Kirilov, 
Ivan Karamazov—they all WTestle with this problem, they all 
fight against the danger of being swallowed up in the abyss of 
unrestricted freedom, individual discretion and egoism. Dos¬ 
toevsky’s rejection of individualism, his criticism of rationalistic 
and materialistic Europe, his apotheosis of human solidarity and 
love, have no other purpose than to impede a development which 
must lead inevitably to Flaubert’s nihilism. The Western novel 
ends with the description of the individual estranged from society 
and collapsing under the burden of his loneliness^ the Russian 
novel depicts, from beginning to end, the fight against the 
demons which induce the individual to revolt against the 
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world and the community of his fellow-men. This difference 
explains not only the problematic nature of characters such as 
Dostoevsky’s Raskolnikov and Ivan Karamazov or Tolstoy’s 
Pierre Bezukhov and Levin, not only these writers’ gospel of 
love and faith, but the messianism of the wdiole of Russian 
literature. 

The Russian novel is much more strictly tendentious than the 
novel of Western Europe. Social proVjlems not only occupy much 
more space and a more central position, they maintain their pre¬ 
dominance for a longer time and more undisputcdly than in 
Western literature. The connection with the political and social 
questions of the day is closer here from the very outset than in 
the works of the French and English wTiters of the same period. 
In Russia despotism offers intellectual energies no other possi¬ 
bility of making themselves felt than through the medium of 
literature and the censorship forces social criticism into literary 
forms as the only possible outlet. The novel, as the form of 
social criticism par excellence, here acquires an activisit, peda¬ 
gogical and, indeed, prophetic character, such as it never pos¬ 
sessed in the West, and the Russian writers still remain the 
teachers and prophets of their people, when the literati in 
Western Europe are already declining into absolute passivity and 
isolation. For the Russians, the nineleentli century is the age of 
enlightenmentj they preserve the enthusiasm and oj)timism of 
the pre-revolutionary years a century longer than the peoples of 
the West. Russia did not experience the disillusionment of the 
treacherously defeated and adulterated European revolutions 5 
there is no trace of the fatigue by which France and England 
are overcome after 18''! 8 . It is due to the youthful inexperience of 
the nation and its undefeated social idealism that, at a time when 
in France and England naturalism begins to develop into a pas¬ 
sive impressionism, the naturalistic novel remains fresh and full 
of promise in Russia. Russian literature, which passes out of the 
hands of the tired and ill-fated gentry into those of a rising class, 
when the bourgeois cultured elite is already exhausted in the 
West and feels threatened by forces from below, not only over¬ 
comes the weariness of life which was beginning to make itself 
felt in the writings of the romantically inclined nobility, but also 
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the mood of resignation and scepticism that dominates modern 
Western literature. In spite of its darker streaks, the Russian 
novel is the expression of an invincible optimism, evidence of 
a belief in the future of Russia and the human race; it is and 
remains inspired with a hopeful spirit of attack, an evangelical 
yearning for and certainty of redemption. This optimism is not by 
any means expressed in mere wish-fulfilment dreams and cheap 
^happy endings’, but in the certain faith that human sufferings 
and sacrifices have a meaning and are never in vain. The works 
of the great Russian novelists nearly always end in a conciliatory 
mood, though often very sadly; they are more serious than the 
novels of the French writers, but they are never so bitter, never 
so hopeless. 

The miracle of the Russian novel consists in the fact that, in 
spite of its youth, it not only reaches the heights of the French 
and English novel, but takes over the lead from them and repre¬ 
sents the most progressive and most vigorous literary form of the 
age. Compared with the works of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy, the 
whole of Western literature in the second half of the century 
seems weary and stagnant. Anna Karenina and The Brothers 
Karamazov mark the summit of European naturalism; they sum 
up and surpass the psychological achievements of the French and 
English novel witliout ever losing their feeling for the great 
superindividual relationships of life. Just as the social novel 
attains its perfection with Balzac, the ‘Bildungsroman’ with 
Flaubert, the picaresque novel with Dickens, so the psychological 
novel enters the phase of its full maturity with Dostoevsky and 
Tolstoy. These two novelists represent the close of the develop¬ 
ment which starts, on the one hand, with the sentimental novel 
of Rousseau, Richardson and Goethe, on the other, with the 
analytical novel of Marivaux, Benjamin Constant and Stendhal. 
Modern psychology begins with the description of the inner strife 
of the soul—of a dissension which cannot simply be reduced to 
a definite inner conflict. Antigone already waA ers between duty 
and inclination, and Corneille’s heroes can almost be said to 
know nothing but this struggle. Shakespeare makes the hero’s 
indecision the main subject of the drama. The inhibitions are 
here not derived merely from a moral impulse, as in Sophocles 
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and Corneille, but also from the nerves, that is, from an uncon¬ 
scious and uncontrolled region of the soul. But the antagonistic 
psychological inclinations still appear separated from one another 
and the characters’ moral judgement on their own impulses is 
absolutely clear-cut and consistent. At most, they waver in their 
moral identification with one or the other part of their impulses. 
The disintegration of the personality, in which the emotional 
conflict goes so far that the individual is no longer clear about his 
own motives and becomes a problem to himself, does not take 
place until the beginning of the last century. The concomitants 
of modern capitalism, romanticism and the estrangement of the 
individual from society, first create the consciousness of spiritual 
dissension and hence the modern problematical character. The 
psychological contradictions in Shakespeare and the Elizabethans 
are mostly mere absurdities^ they represent a stage of develop¬ 
ment prior to the synthesis of classicism. In other words: the 
dramatists have not yet learnt by experience how to draw char¬ 
acters who act uniformly and consistently, and they also attach no 
special importance to the uniformity of the total picture. The 
inconsistent characters of romantic literature, on the other hand, 
are the expression of a conscious and programmatically stressed 
reaction against the rationalism of classicistic psychology. Wild 
and fantastic figures are favoured, because chaotic feelings are 
considered more genuine and original than consistent and 
methodical reason. The most obvious, although still somewhat 
crude expression of the mind at variance with itself and no longer 
capable of being reduced to any rational unity is the idea of the 
‘double’, which Dostoevsky takes over from the romantics as a 
standing requisite of character drawing and which he preserves 
to the end. It is, however, only the fight against romanticism and 
the constant wavering between the romantic and anti-romantic 
attitudes which brings about the absolute dissolution of the unity 
of the character, that is, the disintegration which consists not only 
in the incoherence of the constituents of the human soul, but also 
in their constant displacement and transformation, revaluation 
and reinterpretation. With Stendhal, who introduces this phase, 
we see the different components of the soul changing their nature 
before our very eyes. The provisional character of any description 
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of a spiritual condition and the indefinable quality of spiritual 
attitudes now becomes the criterion of any feasible psychology 
and only an iridescent and kaleidoscopic picture of the human 
soul is now regarded as artistically interesting. The final stage in 
this development is reached with the absolute incalculability and 
irrationality of Dostoevsky’s characters. Tlie aspect of ^You are 
not what you seem to be’ now becomes the psychological norm, 
and the strange and uncanny, the demonic and inscrutable, in 
man is regarded from now onwards as the presupposition of his 
psychological significance. Compared with Dostoevsky’s char¬ 
acters, the figures of older literature always seem more or less 
idyllic and non-coirimittal. Today, of course, we realize that even 
Dostoevsky’s psychology is still full of conventional traits, and 
that it makes the most abundant use of the remains of romantic 
gruesomeness and Byronism. We see that Dostoevsky is not a 
beginning but an end and that, for all his originality and pro¬ 
ductivity, he is quite willing to take over the acliievernents of 
the West European psychological novel and develop them 
consistently. 

Dostoevsky discovers the most important principle of modern 
psychology: the ambivalence of the feelings and the divided 
nature of all the spiritual attitudes which express themselves in 
exaggerated and over-demonstrative forms. Not only love and 
hate, but also pride and humility, conceit and self-humiliation, 
cruelty and masochism, the yearning for the sublime and the 
^nostalgia for filth’, are interconnected in his characters^ not only 
figures like Raskolnikov and Svidrigailov, but also Mj^shkin and 
Rogozhin, Ivan Karamazov and Smerdyakov, belong together as 
variations of one and the same principle; every impulse, every 
feeling, every thought, produces its opposite, as soon as it emerges 
from the consciousness of these people. Dostoevsky’s heroes are 
always confronted with alternatives, between which they ought 
to but cannot choose; hence their thinking, their self-analysis and 
self-criticism is a constant raving and raging against themselves. 
The parable of the swine possessed by evil refers not only to the 
characters of The Possessed, but more or less to the whole collec¬ 
tion of people he describes in his novels. His novels take place on 
the eve of the Last Judgement; everjThing is in a state of the 
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most fearful tension, of the most mortal fear, and the wildest 
chaos 5 everytliing is waiting to be purified, reassured and saved 
by a miracle—^waiting for a solution based not on the power and 
acuteness of the mind and the dialectic of the reason, but on 
renunciation of this power and the sacrifice of reason. In the idea 
of intellectual suicide for which Dostoevsky pleads, is expressed 
the whole questionableness of his philosophy, in which he 
attempts to solve real problems and correctly posed questions in 
an absolutely unreal and irrational way. 

Dostoevsky owes the depth and refinement of his psychology 
to the intensity with which he experiences the problematical 
nature of the modern intellectual, wliereas the naivety of his 
moral philosophy comes from his anti-rationalistic escapades, 
from his betrayal of the reason and his inability to resist the 
temptations of romanticism and abstract idealism. His mystical 
nationalism, his religious orthodoxy and his intuitive ethics form 
an intellectual unity, and obviously originate in the same experi¬ 
ence, the same spiritual shock. In his youth, Dostoevsky belonged 
to the radicals and was a member of the socialistically-minded 
circle around Petrashevsky. He was condemned to death for the 
part he played here, and after all the preparations for his execu¬ 
tion, he was pardoned and sent to Siberia. This experience and 
the years of imprisonment seem to have broken his rebellious¬ 
ness. When he returns to St. Petersburg, after an absence of ten 
years, he is no longer a socialist and a radical, even though he is 
still far removed from his later political and religious mysticism. 
Only the terrible privations of the following period, his worsen¬ 
ing illness and his vagabondage in Europe succeed in breaking 
his resistance completely. The author of Crime and Punishment 
and The Idiot already seeks for protection and peace in religion, 
but it is only the creator of The Possessed and The Brothers 
Karamazov who becomes an enthusiastic apologist of the eccle¬ 
siastical and secular authorities and a preacher of positive dogma. 
It is only in his later years that Dostoevsky becomes the moralist, 
the mystic and the reactionary that he is often summarily 
described to be.^’*^ But even with this qualification, it is not easy 
to classify him politically. His criticism of socialism is pure non¬ 
sense 5 the wwld he describes cries out for socialism, however, and 
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for the deliverance of mankind from poverty and humiliation. In 
his case, too, one must speak of the ‘triumph of realism’, of the 
victory of the clear-sighted, realistically-minded artist over the 
bewildered, romantic politician. But with Dostoevsky the situa¬ 
tion is much more complicated than wuth Balzac. In his art there 
is a deep sympathy and solidarity with the ‘insulted and injured’, 
which is completely lacking in Balzac, and in his wwk there is 
something in the nature of a nobility of poverty, even though 
there is much in his novels about the poor that is based only on 
literary convention and a stereotyped romantic pattern. Dos¬ 
toevsky is at least one of the few genuine writers on poverty, for 
he writes not merely out of sympathy with the poor, like George 
Sand or Eugbne Sue, or as a result of vague memories, like 
Dickens, but as one who has spent most of his life in need and 
has literarily starved from time to time. That is why, even when 
he is speaking of his religious and moral problems, the impres¬ 
sion Dostoevsky makes is more rousing and revolutionizing than 
when George Sand and Dickens speak of tlie economic distress 
and social injustice of their time. But he is in no sense a spokes¬ 
man of the revolutionary masses. In spite of his idealization of 
the ‘people’ and his Slavophil convictions, he has no intimate 
contact with the industrial proletariat and tlie peasantry.^’® It is 
only to the intellectual proletailat that he really feels drawn. He 
calls himself a ‘literaiy proletarian’ and a ‘post-horse’, who 
ahvays works under the pressure of a contract, wlio has never in 
his life sold a wwk other than for payment in advance and often 
has no idea of the end of a chapter, when the beginning of it is 
already with the printers. He complains that w^ork has stifled and 
consumed him^ he has worked until his brain has become dull 
and broken. If only he could write a single novel as Turgenev 
and Tolstoy write their works! But proudly and challengingly he 
calls himself a ‘man of letters’, and considers himself the repre¬ 
sentative of a new generation and a new social class, wliich liave 
never before had a chance to speak their mind in literature. And 
despite his opposition to the political aspirations of the intelli¬ 
gentsia, he is the first valid representative of this class in the 
history of the Russian novel. Gogol, Goncharov and Turgenev 
still express the outlook of the gentry, although they stand to 
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some extent for very progressive ideas and, in contrast to their 
class-conditioned interests, are among the pioneers of the trans¬ 
formation of Russia into a bourgeois society. Dostoevsky rightly 
considers Tolstoy one of the representatives of this ‘landowners’ 
literature’ and calls him the ‘historian of the aristocracy’, who 
keeps the form of the Aksakovian family chronicle in his great 
novels, above all in War and Peacey^^ 

Most of Dostoevsky’s heroes, especially Raskolnikov, Ivan 
Karamazov, Shatov, Kirilov, Stepan Verhovensky, are bourgeois 
intellectuals and Dostoevsky bases his analysis of society on their 
point of view, even though he never expressly identifies himself 
wdth them. But what decides the world-view of a writer is not so 
much whose side he supports, as through whose eyes he looks at 
the vvorld. Dostoevsky envisages the social j)roblems of his time, 
first of all the atomization of society and the deepening gulf be¬ 
tween the classes, from the standpoint of the intelligentsia, and 
sees the solution in the reunion of the educated with the simple, 
faithful people, from whom they have become estranged. Tolstoy 
reviews the same problems from the standpoint of the nobility 
and bases his hopes for the recovery of society on an understand¬ 
ing between the landowners and the peasants. His thinking is 
still associated with patriarchal-feudal concepts, and even those 
characters who come nearest to the realization of his ideas, Levin 
and Pierre Bezukhov, are at best benefactors of the people, not 
really democrats. In Dostoevsky’s world, on the other hand, a 
perfect intellectual democracy predominates. All his characters, 
both the rich and the poor, the aristocrats and the plebeians, 
wrestle with the same moral problems. The rich Prince Myshkin 
and the poor student Raskolnikov are both homeless vagabonds, 
declasses and outlaws with no place in modern bourgeois society. 
All his heroes stand to some extent outside this society and form 
a classless world, in which only spiritual relationships prevail. 
They are present in all their activities with their whole nature, 
their whole soul, and in the midst of the routine of the modern 
w'orld they represent a purely intellectual, spiritual, Utopian 
reality. ‘We have no class interests, because strictly speaking w^e 
have no classes and because the Russian soul is wider than class 
differences, class interests and class law,’ Dostoevsky writes in 
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An Author's Diary, and nothing is more characteristic of his 
way of tliinking than the contradiction between this assertion and 
the consciousness of his class-determined divergence from liis 
aristocratic colleagues. The same Dostoevsky who draws such a 
sharp dividing line between himself and the representatives 
of the ‘landowners’ literature’ and bases his raison d'itre as a 
writer on his plebeian intellectualism, denies the very exist¬ 
ence of classes and believes in the piimacy of a-social spiritual 
relationships. 

Attention has repeatedly been drawn to the similarity be¬ 
tween the social position of Dostoevsky and Dickens. It has been 
noticed that both were the sons of fathers with no very firm roots 
in society, and that they both knew the feeling of social insecurity 
and uprootedness from their youth upwards. Dostoevsky was 
the son of a staff-doctor and of a merchant’s daughter. His father 
acquired a small property and had his sons educated in a school 
otherwise attended only by the children of nobles. The mother 
died early and the father, who gave himself up to drink, was 
killed by his own peasants, whom he is said to have treated very 
badly. Dostoevsky now sank from a relatively respectable social 
level to that of the intellectual proletariat by which he felt alter¬ 
nately repelled and attracted. Nothing is more probable than 
that there was, in fact, a connection between the contradictory 
and often unclarified social outlook of both Dostoevsky and 
Dickens and the wavering social position of their fathers and 
their own early acquaintance with the feeling of having fallen in 
the social scale. 

Dostoevsky’s position in the history of the social novel is 
marked above all by the fact that the first naturalistic representa¬ 
tion of the modern metropolis with its potty bourgeois and prole¬ 
tarian population, its small shop-keepers and officials, its students 
and prostitutes, idlers and dow'n and outs, is his creation. Balzac’s 
Paris was still a romantic wilderness, the scene of fantastic adven¬ 
tures and miraculous encounters, a theatrical setting painted in a 
chiaroseturo of contrasts, a fairyland in W'hich dazzling riches and 
picturesque poverty live next door to each other. Dostoevsky, on 
the other hand, paints the picture of the big city in altogether 
sombre colours, as a place of utterly dark, colourless misery. He 

854 



SOCIAL NOVEL 


shows its drab official buildings, its gloomy gin-shops, its fur¬ 
nished rooms, these ^coffins’ of rooms, as he calls them, in which 
the saddest victims of the life of a big city pass their days. All this 
has an unmistakable social significance and a political pointy but 
Dostoevsky attempts to take away the class-determined co¬ 
efficients from his characters. He demolishes the economic and 
social barriers between them and mixes them all up one with 
another, as if something in the nature of a common human 
destiny really did exist. His spiritualism and nationalism fulfil the 
same function: they create the legend of a moral being that leads 
a life ordered in accordance with higher laws and beyond the 
limitations of birth, class and education. With Goncharov, Tur¬ 
genev and Tolstoy the class-determined features of the char¬ 
acters are not effaced 5 the fact that they belong to the nobility, 
the middle class or the common people is not overlooked or for¬ 
gotten for a moment. Dostoevsky, on the other hand, often neg¬ 
lects these differences, and he sometimes seems to pass them over 
deliberately. The fact that the class character of his figures makes 
itself felt all the same, and that we feel, above all, his intellectuals 
as an exactly defined social group, is part of that triumph of 
realism which makes Dostoevsky a materialist in spite of himself. 

This ‘materialism’ is, however, only one of the invisible and 
often unconscious presuppositions of his intellectuality—an intel¬ 
lectuality whicli is a real pasvsion, a demoniac compulsion to re¬ 
duce experience to its ultimate threads, to probe feelings to their 
last impulse, to think deeper and deeper, to experiment with all 
the consequences of thought and to descend into its deepest sub¬ 
conscious sources. Dostoevsky’s heroes are impassioned, fearless, 
maniacal thinkers wrestling with their ideas and visions just as 
desperately as the heroes of the novels of chivalry wTestled with 
giants and monsters. They suffer, murder, and die for ideasj for 
them life is a philosophical task, and thought is the one and only 
constant occupation in their life, its sole content. They struggle 
with real monsters—with still unborn, indefinable ideas to which 
as yet no shape can be given, with problems which cannot be 
solved, cannot even be formulated. Dostoevsky is not only the 
first modern novelist to know how to give as concrete and evident 
form to an intellectual experience as to a sensual experience, but 
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he also advances into regions of the mind into which no one 
before him had ever ventured. He discovers a new dimension, a 
new depth, a new intensity of thought. To be sure, the discovery 
owes its effect of novelty above all to the fact that romanticism 
has accustomed us to keep thoughts and feelings, ideas and pas¬ 
sions in strictly water-tight compartments, and only regard feel¬ 
ings and passions as fit subjects for artistic treatment.^’® The real 
innovation in Dostoevsky’s intellectual constitution is the fact 
that he is a romantic in the world of thought, and that the move¬ 
ment of thought has the same motive power and the same 
emotional, not to say pathological, impetus in him as the flood 
and stress of the feelings had in the romantics. The synthesis of 
intellectualism and romanticism is the epoch-making innovation 
in the art of Dostoevsky^ it gives rise to the most progi'essive 
literary form of the second half of the last centur}’^, the form 
which best met the needs of this age with its indissoluble ties 
with romanticism and its impetuous striving after intellectualism. 

Dostoevsky did not, however, move only on the heights, but 
also in the lowlands of romanticism. His work represented not 
merelv the continuation of the romantic literature of confession, 
but also that of the romantic thriller.^®® In this respect, too, he 
was a genuine contemporary of Dickens—a writer who showed 
himself as indiscriminate in his choice of methods as the other 
purveyors of the serial novel. Perhaps he would actually have 
avoided certain lapses of taste and inaccuracies, if he had been 
able to work like Tolstoy and Turgenev. The melodramatic 
quality of his style was, nevertheless, inseparably bound up with 
his conception of the psychological novel and the drastic metliods 
he employed were not merely a vehicle of thrilling exposition, 
but were intended to contribute to the creation of that over¬ 
heated spiritual atmosphere without which the dramatic situa¬ 
tions of his novels would be quite unthinkable. One can, if one 
likes, think of The Brothers Karamazov as a shilling-shocker, of 
Crime and Punishment as a detective novel, of The Possessed as a 
penny-dreadful, and The Idiot as a thriller 5 murder and crime, 
mysteries and surprises, melodrama and atrocities, morbid and 
macabre moods, play a leading part in them: but it would be a 
mistake to assume that all this is only to compensate the reader 
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for the abstractness of the intellectual content, the author wants 
rather to induce tlie feeling that the spiritual processes on which 
the story hinges are just as elemental as the most primitive im¬ 
pulses. In Dostoevsky we find again the whole gallery of heroes 
from the romantic adventure novel: the handsome, strong, mys¬ 
terious and lonely Byronic hero (Stavrogin), the wild, unbridled, 
dangerous but good-natured man of instinct (Rogozhin and 
Dimitri Karamazov), the angelic figures of light (Myshkin and 
Alyosha), the inwardly pure prostitute (Sonya and Nastasya 
Philippovna), the old debauchee (Fedor Karamazov), the escaped 
convict (Fedka), the dissolute drunkard (Lebyadkin), etc., etc. 
We find all the requisites of the thriller and the adventure novel: 
the seduced and forsaken girl, the secret marriage, the anony¬ 
mous letters, the mysterious murder, the madness, the fainting 
fits, the sensational slap on the face and, above all and repeatedly, 
the explosive scenes of social scandals. These scenes best show 
what Dostoevsky is capable of developing from the methods of 
the thriller. They not only serve, as one might think, to produce 
effective endings and brilliant ‘coups de theatre’, but are present, 
as it w ere, from the very beginning as a threatening danger and 
produce tlie feeling that the great passions and elemental spiritual 
relationships always approach the limits of the conventional and 
the socially permissible. The Utopian isle of spiritual beings, on 
wliich DostoeA^sky’s heroes lead their moral life, turns out to be 
a narrow cage^ wherever the immanence of their existence is 
broken through, a social scandal results. It is a characteristic 
feature of these scandal scenes that they take place in the 
presence of the most mixed society conceivable, with the partici¬ 
pation of the socially most incompatible elements. Both in the 
great scandal scene in the house of Nastasya Philippovna, in The 
Idiot^ and in that which takes place in the house of Varvara 
Petrovna, in The Possessed^ all the participants in the drama are 
gathered together, as if the author were trying to prove that 
social differentiation is least capable of withstanding the universal 
dissolution. Each of these scenes seems like a fear-ridden dream, 
in which a crowd of human beings are squeezed together in an 
incredibly narrow room, and the nightmarish character which is 
peculiar to them show^s Avhat an uncanny power society, with its 
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differences of class and rank, its taboos and vetos, had for 
Dostoevsky. 

Most critics emphasize the dramatic structure of Dostoev¬ 
sky’s great novels 5 but they usually interpret this formal pecu¬ 
liarity merely as a means of acliieving theatrical effects, and they 
contrast it with the broad-surging, epic flow of Tolstoy’s novels. 
Dostoevsky does not, however, use a dramatic technique merely 
to create climaxes, in which the threads of the plot converge and 
the threatening conflict breaks out, he uses it rather to fill the 
whole plot with dramatic life and to express a world-view com¬ 
pletely different from the epic outlook on life. According to 
Dostoevsky, the meaning of existence is not contained in its tem¬ 
porality, in the rise and fall of its aims, in memories and illusions, 
not in the years, days and hours which descend on one another 
and bury us, but in those high moments in wliich human souls 
are stripped bare and seem to be reduced to simple, unequivocal 
formulae, in which they feel they are their real unquestionable 
selves and in which they declare themselves one with themselves 
and one with their destiny. That there are such moments is the 
basis of Dostoevsky’s tragic optimism, of that reconciliation with 
fate, which the Greeks called the catharsis in their tragedies. 
This is also the basis of his philosophy and its opposition to the 
pessimism and nihilism of Flaubert. Dostoevsky always described 
the feeling of greatest happiness and the most perfect liarmony 
as an experience of timelessnessj thus, above all, Myshkin’s con¬ 
dition before his epileptic fits and Kirilov’s ‘five seconds’, the 
ecstasy of which would, as he says, have been intolerable for any 
greater length of time. In order to describe the kind of existence 
that culminates in such moments, the Fiaubertian conception of 
the novel, based entirely on the feeling of time, had to be 
changed so fundamentally that the result often seemed to have 
hardly anything in common with the usual idea of the novel. It 
is true that Dostoevsky’s form represents the direct continuation 
of the social and psychological novel, but it also signifies the 
beginning of a new development. What is usually described as 
its dramatic structure depends on a formal principle quite dif¬ 
ferent from that of the unity of the romantic novel which super¬ 
seded the old picaresque form. It represents rather a return to 
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the picaresque novel, inasmuch as its dramatic scenes are scat¬ 
tered and form several independent focal points. With this aboli¬ 
tion of continuity in favour of a series of substantial, expressive, 
but mosaic-fashion combined episodes, it anticipates the formal 
principles of the modern expressionistic novel. The narrative re¬ 
cedes in favour of the explication, the psychological analysis and 
the philosophical discussion, and the novel develops into a col¬ 
lection of dialogue scenes and internal monologues to which the 
author adds an accompaniment of commentaries and digressions. 

This method is often as remote from the style of naturalism 
as from the novel as an epic genre. Dostoevsky represents, as far 
as sharpness of psychological observation is concerned, the most 
highly developed form of the naturalistic novel, but if one under- 
star.ds by naturalism the representation of the normal, the 
average and the everyday, then one is bound to see in his fond¬ 
ness for situations with a quality of dreamlike exaggeration and 
fantastically overdone characters a reaction against naturalism. 
Dostoevsky himself defines his position in the liistory of literature 
with perfect exactness: T am called^ he says, ^a psychologist, 
that is wrong, I am only a realist on a higher level, in other 
words, I describe all the depths of the human soul.’ These depths 
are, for him, the irrational, the demonic, the dreamlike and 
ghostlike in man5 they call for a naturalism that is not the truth 
of the surface $ they point to phenomena, in which the elements 
of real life intermingle, displace and outbid each other in a fan¬ 
tastic way. T love realism in art beyond all measure,’ he declares, 
‘the realism which approaches the fantastic. . . . What can be 
more fantastic and unexpected for me than reality? In fact, what 
can be more improbable than reality?’ There could be no more 
exact definition of expressionism and surrealism. That which in 
Dickens is still a merely occasional and usually unconscious con¬ 
tact with the no man’s land between reality and dream, experi¬ 
ence and vision, is here developed into a permanent openness of 
the spirit to the ‘mysteries of life’. The break with scientism, 
which was expressed in nineteenth-century naturalism, is here 
being made ready. A new spiritualism is in process of arising 
from the reaction against the scientific outlook, from the revolt 
against naturalism, from the distrust in the rationalistic mastery 
S.H.A.— 2 859 A A— 2 
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of the problems of life. Life itself is felt to be something essen¬ 
tially irrational, mysterious voices are supposed to be audible 
from all directions, and art becomes the echo of these voices. 

In spite of the deepest conceivable antithesis, there is a basic 
unity between Dostoevsky and Tolstoy in their attitude to the 
problem of individualism and freedom. Both regard the emanci¬ 
pation of the individual from society, his loneliness and isolation, 
as the greatest possible evil. Both desire to ward off the chaos that 
threatens to invade the individual estranged from society by all 
the means at their disposal. Above all in Dostoevsky, everything 
hinges on the problem of freedom, and his great novels are funda¬ 
mentally nothing but analyses and interpretations of this idea. 
The problem itself was by no means new^ it had always occupied 
tlie romantics, and from 1830 onwards it had held a central place 
in political and philosophical thouglit. For romanticism, freedom 
meant the victory of the individual over convention j it regarded 
a personality as free and creative only if it had the intellectual 
force and courage to disregard the moral and aesthetic prejudices 
of its own age. Stendlial formulated the problem as that of the 
genius, especially that of Napoleon, for whom success, as he 
thought, was a question of the ruthless enforcement of his will, 
of his great personality and impetuous nature. The arbitrariness 
of the genius, and the victims which it demands, seemed to him 
the price the world has to pay for the sight of its spiritual heroes. 
Dostoevsky’s Raskolnikov represents the next stage in the 
development. He stands for an abstract, virtuoso-like form, as it 
w^ere a play form, of the individual genius. The personality re¬ 
quires its victims no longer in the interest of a higher idea, of an 
objective goal, or a materially valuable achievement, but merely 
in order to prove that it is capable of free and sovereign action. 
The deed itself becomes absolutely immaterial} the question that 
is to be settled is a purely formal one: is personal freedom a value 
in itself.^ Dostoevsky’s answer is by no means so clear-cut as it 
might appear to be at first sight. Individualism certainly leads to 
anarchy and chaos—but w^here then do coercion and order lead 
to? The problem is given its final and deepest setting in the story 
of The Grand Inquisitor^ and the solution to which Dostoevsky 
comes can be regarded as the sum-total of his whole philosophy 
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of morals and religion. The abolition of freedom produces rigid 
institutions and replaces religion by the Church, the individual 
by the state, the restlessness of questioning and seeking by the 
reassurances of dogma. Christ signifies inward freedom but, 
therefore, an endless struggle; the Church implies an inner com¬ 
pulsion, but also peace and security. One can see how dialectically 
Dostoevsky thinks, and how difficult it is to give a clear definition 
of his moral and socio-political views. The reactionary and dog¬ 
matist of ill-repute ends his work with an open question. 

It is true that the problem of freedom does not play anything 
like so important a part in Tolstoy’s work as in that of Dos¬ 
toevsky, but even with him it forms the key to an understanding 
of his psychologically most interesting and morally most reveal¬ 
ing characters. Levin, above all, is wholly conceived as the ex¬ 
ponent of this problem and the violence of his inner struggles 
shows how seriously Tolstoy wrestled with the idea of the 
estrangement and the spectre of the individual left to his own 
devices. Dostoevsky was right: Anna Karenina is not an innocu¬ 
ous book at all. It is full of doubts, scruples and apprehensions. 
Here too the basic idea, and the motif which connects the story 
of Anna Karenina with that of Levin, is the problem of the 
detachment of the individual from society and the danger of 
homelessness. The same fate to which Anna falls victim as a 
result of her adultery, threatens Levin as a result of his indivi¬ 
dualism, his unconventional outlook on life and his strange prob¬ 
lems and doubts. Both are threatened by the danger of being 
expelled from the society of normal, respectable people. Only 
whereas Anna forgoes the consent of society from the very outset, 
Levin does everything in order not to lose the hold which he has 
on society. He bears the yoke of his marriage, manages his estate, 
like his neighbours, submits to the conventions and prejudices of 
his environment, in short, he is prepared to do anything, merely 
not to become an uprooted outlaw, an eccentric and a crank. 

But the anti-individualism of Dostoevsky and Tolstoy reveals 
the whole difference in their way of thought. Dostoevsky’s 
objections are of a more irrational and mystic nature; he inter¬ 
prets the ‘principium individuationis’ as a defection from the 
world-spirit, from the prime original, from the divine idea, which 
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make themselves known in a concrete historical form in the 
common people, the nation and the social community. Tolstoy, 
on the other hand, rejects individualism on purely rational and 
eudemonist grounds 5 personal detachment from society can bring 
man no happiness and no satisfaction 5 he can find comfort and 
contentment only in self-denial and in devotion to others. 

In the relationship between Tolstoy and Dostoevsky the sig¬ 
nificant, paradigmatic, fundamentally typical spiritual relation¬ 
ship is repeated which existed between Voltaire and Rousseau 
and which has an analogy in that which existed between Goethe 
and Schiller. 1®* In all these cases rationalism and irrationalism, 
sensuality and intellectuality, or as Schiller himself puts it, the 
naive and the sentimental, confront each other. In all tluee cases 
the conflict of outlook can be traced back to the social gap be¬ 
tween the protagonists 5 in each an aristocrat or a patrician con¬ 
fronts a plebeian and a rebel. Tolstoy’s aristocratic nature is, 
above all, responsible for the fact that his whole art and thought 
are rooted in the idea of the physical, the organic and the natural. 
Dostoevsky’s spiritualism, his speculative mind, his dynamic, 
dialectical mode of thinking, can be traced back just as definitely 
to his bourgeois descent and plebeian uprootedness. The aristo¬ 
crat owes his position to his mere existence, his birth, his race, 
whereas the plebeian owes it to his talent, his personal ability and 
achievements. The relationship between the feudal lord and the 
scribe has not changed much in the course of the centuries— 
even though some of the lords have become ‘scribes’ themselves. 

The contrast between Tolstoy’s discretion and Dostoevsky’s 
exhibitionism, between the restraint of the one and the ‘dancing 
about naked in public’ of the other—as someone says in The 
Possessed —^is attributable to the same social gap as separated 
Voltaire from Rousseau. It is more difficult to ascribe to definite 
sociological causes such qualities of style and taste as moderation, 
discipline and order, on the one side, and shapelessness, chaos and 
anarchy, on the other. In certain circumstances extravagance is 
just as characteristic of the aristocratic as of the plebeian attitude, 
and the bourgeois philosophy of art often shows, as we know, just 
as rigoristic tendencies as that of the courtly class. As far as the 
composition of his works is concerned, Tolstoy is often just as 
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extravagant and arbitrary as Dostoevsky 5 in this respect they ai'e 
both anarchists. Tolstoy is only more restrained in his exposure of 
the ‘depths’ of the soul and more discriminating in the means he 
uses to obtain emotional effects. His art is much more elegant, 
much more settled and much more graceful than that of Dos¬ 
toevsky 5 he has been rightly called a child of the eighteenth 
century, in contrast to this typical representative of the nervous 
nineteenth centiury. Compared with the romantic, mystical 
‘dionysianly’ ecstatic Dostoevsky, he always seems more or less 
classical, or, to keep to Nietzsche’s terminologj", ‘apollonian’, 
plastic, statuesque. In contrast to Dostoevsky’s problematical 
nature, liis whole character has a positive quality in the sense 
understood by Goethe when he said he wanted to hear other 
people’s opinions expressed in a ‘positive’ form, since he had 
enough ‘problems’ in himself already. This might well have been 
said by Tolstoy, if not in the same words, for he did, in fact, once 
say something very similar in connection with Dostoevsky. He 
compared Dostoevsky with a horse that makes a quite mag¬ 
nificent impression at first sight and seems to be worth a thou¬ 
sand roubles5 but suddenly one notices that it has something wrong 
with its legs and limps, and one concludes with regret that it is 
not worth twopence. There was indeed ‘something WTong’ with 
Dostoevsky’s legs and, compared with the robust and healthy 
Tolstoy, there always seems something pathological about him, 
just as there does about Rousseau when compared yvith Voltaire, 
the well-balanced man of reason. But the categories cannot be 
divided so sharply as in the case of Voltaire and Rousseau. 
Tolstoy himself manifests a whole series of Rousseauist char¬ 
acteristics and in some respects stands closer to Rousseauism than 
Dostoevsky. His striving for simplicity, naturalness and truthful¬ 
ness is merely a variant of Rousseau’s discomfort with culture, 
and his yearning for the idyllic life of the patriarchal village no 
more than the renewal of the old romantic antagonism to modern 
civilization. It is not for nothing that he quotes Lichtenberg’s 
remark that humanity will be finished when there are no more 
savages. 

But this Rousseauism is again merely an expression of Tols¬ 
toy’s fear of loneliness, uprootedness and social homelessness. He 
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condemns modern culture on account of the differentiation and 
segregation which it produces, and the art of Shakespeare, Beet¬ 
hoven and Pushkin, because it splits men up into different strata 
instead of uniting them. That which might be spoken of as 
collectivism and the fight against class distinctions in Tolstoy’s 
tlieories, has hardly anytliing to do, however, with democracy 
and socialism^ it is more the nostalgia of a lonely intellectual for a 
community from which he awaits above all his own redemption. 
—When Christ called upon the rich young man to distribute all 
his possessions among the poor, he wanted, according to Henry 
George’s interpretation, to help the rich young man, not the 
poor, Tolstoy also thought tliat it was the ‘rich young man’ who 
needed helping. Self-perfection and spiritual salvation are his 
own goal. Tliis spiritualism and self-centred ness explain the un¬ 
real, Utopian character of his social gospel and the inner con¬ 
tradictions of his political doctrine. It is this private moral ideal 
that determines his quietism, his rejection of violent resistance to 
evil and his endeavour to l eforin souls, instead of social realities. 
‘Nothing does more harm to men’, he writes in his appeal ‘To the 
Working Class’ after the Revolution of 1905 , ‘than the idea that 
the causes of their distress lie not in themselves but in external 
conditions.’ Tolstoy’s passive attitude to external reality is in 
accordance with the pacifism of the saturated ruling class and, 
with its brooding, self-accusing, self-torturing moralism, it ex¬ 
presses an approach completely alien to the thinking and feeling 
of the common people. 

But Tolsto}" can no more be forced into a narrow political 
category than Dostoevsky. He is an incorruptible observer of 
social reality, a sincere friend of truth and justice and an unspar¬ 
ing critic of capitalism, although he judges the inadequacies and 
sins of modern society purely and simply from the point of view 
of the peasantry and agricultui e in general. He fails, on the other 
hand, to recognize the real causes of the grievances and he 
preaches a morality which implies an a priori renunciation of all 
political activity.Tolstoy is not only no revolutionary, but he 
is a decided enemy of all revolutionary attitudes, what distin¬ 
guishes him, however, from the advocates of ‘order’ and appease¬ 
ment in the West, the Balzacs, Flauberts and Goncourts, is the 
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fact that he shows even less understanding for the terrorism of 
the government than for that of the revolutionaries. The murder 
of Alexander II leaves him quite unmoved, but he protests 
against the execution of the assassins.^®® In spite of his prejudices 
and errors, Tolstoy represents an enormous revolutionary force. 
His fight against the lies of the police state and the Church, his 
enthusiasm for the community of the peasantry and the example 
of his own life are, whatever may have been the inner motives of 
his ‘conversion’ and his ultimate flight, among the ferments 
which undermined the old society and promoted not merely the 
Russian revolution but also tlie anti-capitalistic revolutionary 
movement in the whole of Europe. In the case of Tolstoy one 
can, in fact, speak not only of a ‘triumph of realism’, but also of 
a ‘ triumph of socialism’, not only of the unprejudiced description 
of society by an aristocrat, but of the revolutionary influence of a 
reactionary. 

Its uncompromising rationalism preserves Tolstoy’s art and 
philosophical doctrine from the fate of sterility and ineffective¬ 
ness, His sharp and sober eye for physical and psychical facts, and 
his aversion to lying to himself and others, keep his religiosity 
free from all mysticism and dogmatism and allows his belief 
in Christian morality to develop into a political factor of great 
influence. Dostoevsky’s enthusiasm for Russian orthodoxy is just 
as foreign to him as the ecclesiastical bias of the Slavophils in 
general. He reaches his faith by a rational, pragmatic and 
thoroughly unspontaneous way.^®® His so-called conversion is an 
entirely rational process, which takes place without any direct 
religious experience. It was, as he says in his Confession^ ‘a feel¬ 
ing of fear, of being orphaned and lonely’ that made him a 
Christian. Not a mystical experience of God and the supernatural, 
but dissatisfaction with himself, the attempt to find a purpose 
and an aim in life, despair at his own nothingness and in¬ 
stability, and, above all, his boundless fear of death turn him into 
a believer. He becomes the apostle of love, because he himself is 
lacking in love, he glorifies human solidarity, to make up for his 
mistrust of and contempt for man, and he proclaims the immor¬ 
tality of the human soul, because he cannot bear the thought of 
death. But his flight from the world has more the character of 
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aristocratic lordliness than of Christian humility} he renounces 
the world because it cannot be completely mastered and possessed. 

The concept of grace is the only irrational element in Tols¬ 
toy’s religious philosophy.—He admits into his Tolk tales’ an old 
legend based on medieval sources: Long ago there lived a pious 
hermit on a lonely island. One day fishermen landed near his 
hut, amongst them an old man who was so simple-minded that 
he could barely express himself, indeed he could not even pray. 
The hermit was profoundly upset by such ignorance and with 
great trouble and pains taught him the Lord’s prayer. The old 
man thanked him kindly and left the island with the other 
fishermen. After some time, when the boat had already vanished 
in the distance, the holy man suddenly saw a human figure on 
the horizon walking towards the island on the surface of the 
w'ater. Soon he recognized the old man, his pupil, and went to¬ 
wards him, speechless and perplexed, to meet him as he set foot 
on the island. Stammering, the old man gave him to understand 
that he had forgotten the prayer. ^You do not need to pray,’ 
replied the hermit, and left the old man hurrying back over the 
w^ater to his fishing boat.—The meaning of this story lies in the 
idea of a certainty of salvation wdiich is tied to no moral criteria. 
In another story of his later years, Father SergiuSy Tolstoy repre¬ 
sents the theme from the opposite angle} the grace which is be¬ 
stowed on one man without effort, and apparently without 
merit, is denied to another, in spite of all manner of torment and 
agony, in spite of the most superhuman sacrifices and the most 
heroic self-conquest. This conception of grace, which places elec¬ 
tion above merit and equates predestination wdth gift and chance, 
is obviously more deeply related to Tolstoy’s aristocratic back¬ 
ground than to his Christianity. 

The optimism of the healthy, self-confident aristocrat, w^ho 
turns War and Peace into an apotheosis of organic, vegetative, 
endlessly creative life, into a great idyll, a ‘naive heroic epic’, on 
whose highest point, as Merezhkovsky remarks with such relish, 
the novelist plants the napkins of Nastasya’s babies ‘as the guid¬ 
ing banner of mankind’—^this pantheistic optimism is obscured 
in Anna Karenina and approaches the pessimistic mood of 
Western literature, but the disillusionment with the conven- 

866 



SOCIAL NOVEL 

tionalism and obtuseness of modern culture expressed here is 
utterly different from that of Flaubert or Maupassant. The 
triumph of real life over the romanticism of the emotions was 
already intermingled with some melancholy in War and Peace^ 
and Tolstoy had already struck a Flaubertian note in his earlier 
work, thus for example in Family Happiness^ by describing the 
degeneration of the great passions, especially the transformation 
of love into friendship. The discrepancy between the ideal and 
the reality, between poetry and prose, youth and old age, never 
seems so bleak, however, in Tolstoy as in the French writers. His 
disillusionment never leads to nihilism, never leads to an im¬ 
peachment of life in general. The novel of Western Europe is 
always full of a querulous self-pity and self-dramatization of the 
hero in conflict with reality; here external conditions, society, the 
state, the social environment, always bear the blame for the 
antagonism. With Tolstoy, on the other hand, the subjective per¬ 
sonality is just as much to blame as objective reality, if it comes to 
a clash.For, if the life which disillusions is too soulless, the dis¬ 
illusioned hero is too soulful, too poetic, too Utopian; if the one is 
lacking in tolerance for dreamers, the other lacks a sense of 
1 ‘eality. 

The fact that the form of Tolstoy’s novels is so different from 
the West European is bound up in the main with this concept of 
the self aJid the world and its deviation from the Flaubertian 
conception. The distance from the naturalistic norm is here, in 
fact, just as great as in Dostoevsky, only Tolstoy’s remoteness 
from it lies in the opposite direction. If Dostoevsky’s novels have 
a dramatic structure, then Tolstoy’s have an epic—epopee-like— 
character. No attentive reader can ever have failed to feel the 
surging Homeric flow of these novels, or ever have failed to 
experience the panoramic, all-embracing picture of the world 
which they unfold. Tolstoy himself compared his novels to 
Homer, and the comparison has become a stock formula of 
Tolstoy criticism. The unromantic, undramatic and unempliatic 
quality of the form, the forgoing of all theatrical climaxes and 
intensity, have always been regarded as Homeric. The dramatic 
concentration of the novel, which first took place with the trans¬ 
formation from the picaresque form of the eighteenth century to 

867 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 

the biograpliical form of pre-romanticism, was not yet adopted 
by Tolstoy in JVar and Peace. He considers the conflict between 
the individual and society not as an unavoidable tragedy, but as a 
calamity which he attributes, following the eighteenth-century 
view, to a lack of insight, understanding and moral seriousness. 
He still lives in the age of the Russian enlightenment, in an 
intellectual atmosphere of faith in the world and faith in the 
future. But while he is working at Anna Karenina^ he loses this 
optimism, and above all his belief in art, which he declares to be 
absolutely useless, indeed harmful, unless it renounces the re¬ 
finements and subtleties of modern naturalism and impressionism 
and turns a luxury article into the universal possession of man¬ 
kind. In the estrangement of art from the broad masses and the 
restriction of its public to an ever smaller circle Tolstoy had 
recognized a real danger. There is no doubt but that the exten¬ 
sion of this circle and contact with culturally less exclusive strata 
of society might well have had fruitful results for art. But liow 
was such a change to be brought about methodically and accord¬ 
ing to plan, unless the artists wdio had growm up and wxn'e firmly 
rooted in the tradition of modern art were not prevented from 
producing works of art and unless it was not made as easy as 
possible for the dilettanti, who were foreign to this tradition, to 
engage in artistic activities—to the disadvantage of the olliers? 
Tolstoy’s rejection of the highly developed and refined art of the 
present, and his fondness for the primitive, ^universally human’ 
forms of artistic expression, is a symptom of the same Rous¬ 
seauism with which he plays off the village against the tow n and 
identifies the social question with that of the peasantry. It is quite 
easy to understand ’why Tolstoy had not much use for Shake¬ 
speare, for example. How could a puritan, who hated all exuber¬ 
ance and virtuosity, have found any pleasure in the mannerism 
of a poet, even though he were the greatest poet of all time? But 
it is inconceivable that a man wlio created such artistically exact¬ 
ing works as Anna Karenina and The Death of Ivan llych 
accepted without reservations out of the whole of modern litera¬ 
ture, apart from Uncle ToirCs Cahin^ only Schiller’s Robbers^ 
Hugo’s MiserableSy Dickens’ Christmas Caroly Dostoevsky’s 
Memoirs from Underground and George Eliot’s Adam Bede.^^^ 
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Tolstoy’s relationship to art can only be understood as the 
symptom of a historic change, as the sign of a development 
which brings the aesthetic culture of the nineteenth century to 
an end and a generation to the fore that judges art once again as 
the mediator of ideas, 

What this generation revered in the author of JVar and 
Peace was by no means merely the great novelist, the creator of 
tlie greatest novel in the literature of the world, but above all 
the social reformer and the founder of a religion. Tolstoy enjoyed 
tlie fame of Voltaire, the popularity of Rousseau, the authority of 
Goethe and, more than that—he became a legendary figure, 
whose prestige was reminiscent of that of the old seers and 
proplieLs. Yasnaya Polyana became a place to which the members 
of all nations, social classes and cultural strata went on pilgrim¬ 
age, and admired the old count in the peasant’s smock as if he 
were a saint. Gorky will not have been the only one to have seen 
him and thought ^This man is like to God!’, a confession with 
which the unbeliever ends his memories of Tolstoy.Many 
will certainly have had the feeling, as did Thomas Mann, that 
Europe became ‘without a master’ after his death.i®® But these 
were only feelings and moods, words of gratitude and loyally. 
Tolstoy was doubtless something very much like the living con¬ 
science of Europe, the great teacher and educator, who expressed, 
as did no other, the moral unrest and desire for spiritual renewal 
of his generation, but, with his naive Rousseauism and quietism, 
he would never have been able to remain—if he ever really was 
—^the ‘master’ of Eui'ope, For, it may well be sufficient for an 
artist, as Chekhov thought, to put the right questions, but a man 
who was to rule over his century would also have to answer 
them aright. 


4. IMPRESSIONISM 

The frontiers between naturalism and impressionism are 
fluid; it is impossible to make a clear-cut historical or conceptual 
distinction between them. The smoothness of the stylistic change 
corresponds to the continuity of the simultaneous economic 
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development and the stability of social conditions. 1871 is of 
merely passing significance in the history of France. The pre¬ 
dominance of the upper middle class remains essentially un¬ 
changed and the conservative Republic takes the place of the 
‘liberaP Empire—that ^republic without republicans’,^®® which 
is acquiesced in only because it seems to guarantee the smoothest 
possible solution of the political problems. But a friendly relation¬ 
ship is established with it only after the supporters of the Com¬ 
mune have been rooted out and comfort has been found in the 
theory of the necessity and the healing power of bleeding.i®^ The 
intelligentsia confronts events in a state of absolute helplessness. 
Flaubert, Gautier, the Goncourts, and with tliem most of the 
intellectual leaders of the age, indulge in wild insults and im¬ 
precations against the disturbers of the peace. From the Republic 
they ’ ope at the most for protection against clericalism, and they 
see in democracy merely the lesser of the two evils.^®® Financial 
and industrial capitalism develops consistently along the lines 
long since laid down 5 but, under the surface, important, though 
for the time being still unobtrusive changes are taking place. 
Economic life is entering the stage of high capitalism and develop¬ 
ing from a Tree play of forces’ into a rigidly organized and 
rationalized system, into a close-meshed net of spheres of interest, 
customs territories, fields of monopoly, cartels, trusts and syndi¬ 
cates. And just as it was feasible for this standardization and con¬ 
centration of economic life to be called a sign of senility,^®® so 
the marks of insecurity and the omens of dissolution can be 
recognized tlmoughout middle-class society. It is true that the 
Commune ends with a more complete defeat for the rebels than 
any previous revolution, but it is the first to be sustained by an 
international labour movement and to be followed by a victory 
for the bourgeoisie associated with a feeling of acute danger.^®’ 
This mood of crisis leads to a renewal of the idealistic and mystical 
trends and produces, as a reaction against the prevailing pessi¬ 
mism, a strong tide of faith. It is only in the course of this 
development that impressionism loses its connection with natur¬ 
alism and becomes transformed, especially in literature, into a 
new form of romanticism. 

The enormous technical developments that take place must 
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not induce us to overlook the feeling of crisis that was in the air. 
The crisis itself must rather be seen as an incentive to new 
technical achievements and improvements of methods of produc¬ 
tion, i®* Certain signs of the atmosphere of crisis make themselves 
felt in all the manifestations of technical activity. It is above all 
the furious speed of the development and the way the pace is 
forced that seems pathological, particularly when compared with 
the rate of progress in earlier periods in the history of art and 
culture. For the rapid development of technology not only 
accelerates the change of fashion, but also the shifting emphases 
in the criteria of aesthetic taste; it often brings about a senseless 
and fruitless mania for innovation, a restless striving for the new 
for the mere sake of novelty. Industrialists are compelled to 
intensify the demand for improved products by artificial means 
and must not allow the feeling that the new is always better to 
cool down, if they really want to profit from the achievements of 
technology.^*® The continual and increasingly rapid replacement 
of old articles in everyday use by new ones leads, however, to 
a diminished affection for material and soon also for intellectual 
possessions, too, and readjusts the speed at which philosophical and 
artistic revaluations occur to that of changing fashion. Modern 
technology thus introduces an imprecedented dynamism in the 
whole attitude to life and it is above all this new feeling of speed 
and change that finds expression in impressionism. 

The most striking phenomenon connected with the progress 
of technology is the development of cultural centres into large 
cities in the modern sense; these form the soil in which the new 
art is rooted. Impressionism is an urban art, and not only because 
it discovers the landscape quality of the city and brings painting 
back from the country into the town, but because it sees the 
world through the eyes of the townsman and reacts to external 
impressions with the overstrained nerves of modern technical 
man. It is an urban style, because it describes the changeability, 
the nervous rhythm, the sudden, sharp but always ephemeral 
impressions of city life. And precisely as such, it implies an 
enormous expansion of sensual perception, a new sharpening of 
sensibility, a new irritability, and, with the Gothic and romanti¬ 
cism, it signifies one of the most important turning points in 
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the history of Western art. In the dialectical process represented 
by the history of painting, the alternation of the static and the 
dynamic, of design and colour, abstract order and organic life, 
impressionism forms the climax of the development in which 
recognition is given to the dynamic and organic elements of 
experience and which completely dissolves the static world-view 
of the Middle Ages. A continuous line can be traced from the 
Gothic to impressionism comparable to the line leading from late 
medieval economy to high capitalism, and modern man, who 
regards his \vhole existence as a struggle and a competition, who 
translates all being into motion and change, for wdiom experi¬ 
ence of the world increasingly becomes experience of time, is the 
product of this bilateral, but fundamentally uniform development. 

The dominion of the moment over permanence and con¬ 
tinuity, tlie feeling that every phenomenon is a fleeting and 
never-to-be-repeated constellation, a wave gliding away on the 
river of time, the river into which ‘one cannot step tw'ice’, is the 
simplest formula to which impressionism can be reduced. The 
whole method of impressionism, with all its artistic expedients 
and tricks, is bent, above all, on giving expression to this Ilera- 
clitean outlook and on stressing that reality is not a being but a 
becoming, not a condition but a process. Every impressionistic 
picture is the deposit of a moment in the perpetuum mobile of 
existence, the representation of a precarious, unstable balance in 
the play of contending forces. The impressionistic vision trans¬ 
forms nature into a process of growth and decay. Everything 
stable and coherent is dissolved into metamorphoses and assumes 
the character of the unfinished and fragmentary. The reproduc¬ 
tion of the subjective act instead of the objective substratum of 
seeing, with which the history of modern perspective painting 
begins, here achieves its culmination. The representation of 
light, air and atmosphere, the dissolution of the evenly coloured 
surface into spots and dabs of colour, the decomposition of the 
local colour into valeurs^ into values of perspective and aspect, 
the play of reflected light and illuminated shadows, the quiver¬ 
ing, trembling dots and the hasty, loose and abrupt strokes of 
the brush, the whole improvised technique wdth its rapid and 
rough sketching, the fleeting, seemingly careless perception of 
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the object and the brilliant casualness of the execution merely 
express, in the final analysis, that feeling of a stirring, dynamic, 
constantly changing reality, which began with the re-orieritalion 
of painting by the use of perspective. 

A world, the phenomena of w^hich arc in a stale of constant 
flux and transition, produces the impression of a continuum in 
which everything coalesces, and in which there are no other 
differences but the various approaches and points of view of the 
beholder. An art in accordance with such a world will stress not 
merely the momentary and transitory nature of phenomena, 
will not see in man simply the measure of all things, but will 
seek the criterion of truth in the ‘hie et nunc’ of the individual. 
It w'ill consider chance the principle of all being, and the truth 
of the moment as invalidating all other truth. The primacy of 
the moment, of change and chance implies, in terms of aesthetics, 
the dominion of the passing mood over the permanent qualities of 
life, that is to say, the prevalence of a relation to things the pro¬ 
perty of which is to be non-committal as well as changeable. 
This reduction of the artistic representation to the mood of the 
moment is, at the same time, the expression of a fundament¬ 
ally passive outlook on life, an acquiescence in the r61e of the 
spectator, of the receptive and contemplative subject, a stand¬ 
point of aloofness, waiting, non-involvement—in short, the 
aesthetic attitude purely and simply. Impressionism is the climax 
of self-centred aesthetic culture and signifies the ultimate con¬ 
sequence of the romantic renunciation of practical, active life. 

Stylistically, impressionism is an extremely complex pheno¬ 
menon. In some respects it represents merely the logical develop¬ 
ment of naturalism. For, if one interprets naturalism as meaning 
progress from the general to the particular, from the typical to 
the individual, from the abstract idea to the concrete, temporally 
and spatially conditioned experience, then the impressionistic 
reproduction of reality, with its emphasis on the instantaneous 
and the unique, is an important achievement of naturalism. The 
representations of impressionism are closer to sensual experience 
than those of naturalism in the narrower sense, and replace the 
object of theoretical knowledge by that of direct optical experi¬ 
ence more completely than any earlier art. But by detaching the 
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optical elements of experience from the conceptual and elaborat¬ 
ing the autonomy of the visual, impressionism departs from all art 
as practised hitherto, and thereby from naturalism as well. Its 
method is peculiar in that, whilst pre-impressionist art bases its 
representations on a seemingly uniform but, in fact, heterogen¬ 
eously composed world-view, made up of conceptual and sensual 
elements alike, impressionism aspires to the homogeneity of the 
purely visual. All earlier art is the result of a synthesis, im¬ 
pressionism that of an analysis. It constructs its particular subject 
from the bare data of the senses, it, therefore, goes back to the 
unconscious psychic mechanism and gives us to some extent the 
raw material of experience, which is further removed from our 
usual conception of reality than the logically organized impres¬ 
sions of the senses. Impressionism is less illusionistic than natur- 
alisnij instead of the illusion, it gives elemejits of the subject, 
instead of a picture of the whole, the bricks of which experience 
is composed. Before impressionism, art reproduced objects by 
signsy now it represents them through their components, through 
parts of the material of which they are made up.-®® 

In comparison with the older art, naturalism marked an 
increase in the elements of the composition, in other words, an 
extension of the motifs and an enrichment of the technical 
means. The impressionistic method, on the other hand, involves 
a series of reductions, a system of restrictions and simplifica¬ 
tions. 2 ®^ Nothing is more typical of an impressionist painting 
than that it must be looked at from a certain distance and that it 
describes things with the omissions inevitable in them when seen 
from a distance. The series of reductions which it carries out 
begins with the restriction of the elements of the representation 
to the purely visual and the elimination of everything of a non- 
optical nature or that cannot be translated into optical terms. The 
waiving of the so-called literary elements of the subject, the story 
or the anecdote, is the most striking expression of this ^recollec¬ 
tion by painting of its own particulai’ means’. The reduction of all 
motifs to landscape, still life and the portrait, or the treatment of 
every kind of subject as a ‘landscape’ and ‘still life’, is notliing 
more than a symptom of the predominance of the specifically 
^painterly’ principle in painting. ‘It is the treatment of a subject 
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for the sake of the tones, and not for the sake of the subject itself, 
that distinguishes the iniprossionists from other painters,’ as one 
of tlie earliest historians and theorists of the movement points 
out. 202 xiiis neutralization and reduction of the motif to its bare 
material essentials can be considered an expression of the anti- 
romantic outlook of the time and seen as the trivialization and 
stripping bare of all the heroic and stately qualities of the 
subject-matter of art, but it can also be regarded as a departure 
from reality, and the restriction of painting to subjects of ‘its own’ 
can be looked upon as a loss from the naturalistic point of view. 
Tlie ‘smile’ that the Greeks discovered in tlie plastic arts and that, 
as has been observed, is being lost in modern art*-*®® is sacrificed 
to the purely pictoi’ial aspectj but it means that all psychology 
and ail humanism disappears from painting altogether. 

The replacement of tactile by visual values, in other words, 
the transfer of physical volume and plastic form to the surface, 
is a further step, bound up with the new ‘painterly’ trend, in the 
series of reductions to which impressionism subjects the natur¬ 
alistic picture of reality. This reduction is, howx'ver, in no sense 
the aim, but only a by-product of the method. The emphasis on 
colour and the desire to turn the whole picture into a harmony 
of colour and light effects is the aim, the absorbing of the space 
and the dissolving of the solid structure of the bodies nothing 
more than a concomitant. Impressionism not only reduces reality 
to a two-dimensional surface but, within this two-dirneiisionality, 
to a system of shapeless sj)otsj in other words, it forgoes not only 
plasticity but also design, not only spatial but also linear form, 
'riiat the picture makes up in energy and sensual charm for what 
it loses in clarity and evidence is obvious, and this gain was also 
the main concern of the impressionists themselves. But the public 
felt the loss more strongly than the gain and now that the im¬ 
pressionistic way of looking at things has become one of the most 
important components of our optical experience, we are unable 
even to imagine how helplessly the public confronted this medley 
of spots and blots. Impressionism formed merely the last step in 
a process of increasing obscurity that had been going on for 
centmies. Since the baroque, pictorial representations had con¬ 
fronted the beholder with an increasingly difficult problem 5 they 
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had become more and more opaque and their relation to reality 
more and more complex. But impressionism represented a more 
daring leap than any single phase of the earlier development, 
and the shock produced by the first impressionist exhibitions was 
comparable to nothing ever experienced before in the whole 
history of artistic innovation. People considered the rapid execu¬ 
tion and the shapelessness of the pictures as an insolent pro¬ 
vocation, they thought that they were being made fun of and 
the revenge they took was as cruel as they were able to contrive. 

With these innovations, however, the succession of reductions 
employed by the impressionist method is by no means exhausted. 
The very colours which impressionism uses alter and distort 
those of our eveiyday experience. We think, for example, of a 
piece of Svhite’ paper as white in every lighting, despite the 
coloured reflexes which it shows in ordinary daylight. In other 
w^ords: the‘rememberedcolour’which we associate with an object, 
and w^hich is the result of long experience and habit, displaces the 
concrete impression gained from immediate perception5im¬ 
pressionism now goes back behind the remembered, tlieorelically 
established colour to the real sensation, whicli is, incidentally, 
in no sense a spontaneous act, but represents a supremely 
artificial and extremely complicated psychological process. 

Impressionistic perception, finally, brings about one further 
and very severe reduction in the usual picture of reality, inasmuch 
as it shows colours not as concrete qualities bound to a particular 
object, but as abstract, incorporeal, immaterial phenomena—as 
it were colours-in-themselves. If we hold a screen with a small 
opening in front of an object that is big enough to reveal the 
colour, but not big enough to enlighten us as to the form of the 
object and the relationship of the colour in question to the object, 
it is a well-known fact that we get an indefinite, hovering im¬ 
pression, which is very different from the character of the colours 
adherent to plastic form w^e habitually see. In this way the colour 
of fire loses its radiance, the colour of silk its lustre, the colour of 
water its transparency, etc.2®® Impressionism alw'ays represents 
objects in these incorporeal surface colours, which make a very 
direct and lively impression, owing to their freshness and inten¬ 
sity, but considerably reduce the illusionistic effect of the picture 
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and most strikingly reveal the conventionality of the impression¬ 
istic method. 

In the second half of the nineteenth century painting becomes 
the leading art. Impressionism here develops into an autonomous 
style at a time when in the literary world a conllict is still raging 
around naturalism. The first collective exhibition of the im¬ 
pressionists takes place in 1874 , but the history of impressionism 
begins some twenty years earlier, and already comes to an end 
with the eighth group exhibition in the year 1886 . About this 
time impressionism as a uniform group movement breaks up and 
a new, post-impressionist period begins which lasts until about 
1906 , the year of Cezanne’s death.2®® After the predominance of 
literature in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and the 
leading part played by music in the age of romanticism, a change 
in favour of painting occurs about the middle of the nineteenth 
century. The art critic Asselineau places the dethronement of 
poetry by painting as early as 1840,2®? and, a generation later, 
the Goncourt brothers already exclaim with enthusiasm in their 
voices: ‘What a happy profession that of the painter is compared 
with that of the writerl’^os Painting dominates all the other arts 
not only as the most progressive art of the age, but its productions 
also surpass the literary and musical achievements of the same 
period qualitatively, especially in France, where it was perfectly 
correct to maintain that the great poets of this period were the 
impressionist painters.2®® It is true that nineteenth-century art 
remains romantic to some extent and the poets of the century 
profess a belief in music as the highest artistic ideal, but what 
they understand thereby is more a symbol of sovereign, un¬ 
fettered creation, independent of objective reality, than the con¬ 
crete example of music. Impressionist painting discovers, on the 
other hand, sensations which poetry and music also attempt to 
express and in which they adapt their means of expression to 
painterly forms. Atmospherical impressions, especially the experi¬ 
ence of light, air and colour, are perceptions native to painting, 
and when the attempt is made to reproduce moods of this kind 
in the other arts, we are quite within our rights to speak of a 
‘painterly’ style of poetry and music. But the style of these arts 
is also painterly, when they express themselves, forgoing distinct 
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‘contours’, with the aid of colour and shade effects, and attach 
more importance to the vivacity of the details than the uniformity 
of the total impression. When Vmxl Bourget points out that, in 
the style of his time, the impression made by the single page is 
always stronger than that of tlie whole book, tliat made by a 
sentence deeper than that of a page and that of the single words 
more striking than that of a sentence,what he is describing 
is the method of impressionism—^the style of an atomized, 
dynamically-charged world-view. 

Impressionism is not, however, merely the style of a parti¬ 
cular period dominating all the arts, it is also the last universally 
valid ‘European’ style—the latest trend based on a general con¬ 
sensus of taste. Since its dissolution it has been impossible to 
classify stylistically either the various arts or the various nations 
and cultures. But impressionism neither ends nor begins abruptly. 
Delacroix, who discovered the law of complementary colom's and 
the coloration of shadows, and Constable, who established the 
complex composition of colour effects in natme, already anticipate 
much of the impressionistic method. The energizing of vision, 
which is the essence of impressionism, at any rate begins with 
them. The rudiments of plein-airism in the painters of Barbizon 
represent a further step in this development. But w^hat con¬ 
tributes to the rise of impressionism as a collective movement is 
above all, on the one hand, the artistic experience of the city, the 
beginnings of which are to be found in Manet, and, on the other 
hand, the amalgamation of the young painters which is brought 
about by the opposition of the public. At first sight, it may seem 
surprising that the metropolis, with its herding together and 
intermingling of people, should produce this intimate art rooted 
in the feeling of individual singularity and solitude. But it is 
a familiar fact that nothing seems so isolating as the close 
proximity of too many people, and nowhere does one feel so 
lonely and forsaken as in a great crowd of strangers. The two 
basic feelings which life in such an environment produces, the 
feeling of being alone and unobserved, on the one hand, and the 
impression of roaring traffic, incessant movement and constant 
variety, on the other, breed the impressionistic outlook on life in 
which the most subtle moods are combined with the most rapid 
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alternation of sensations. The negative attitude of the public as 
a motive for the rise of impressionism as a movement seems just 
as surprising at first sight. The impressionists never behaved 
aggressively towards the public, they had every desire to remain 
within the framework of tradition, and often made desperate 
efforts to be recognized in official quarters, above all in the Salon, 
which they considered the normal road to success. At any rate, 
the spirit of contradiction and the desire to attract attention by 
flabbergasting the public play a much smaller part with them 
than with most romantics and many naturalists. All the same, 
there may never have existed such a deep divergence between 
official circles and the younger generation of artists, and the feel¬ 
ing of being jeered at may never have been so strong as now. The 
impressionists certainly did not make it easy for people to under¬ 
stand their artistic ideas—but in what a bad way the art apprecia¬ 
tion of the public must have been to allow such great, honest and 
peaceable artists as Monet, Renoir and Pissai ro almost to starve. 

Impressionism also had nothing of the plebeian about it, to 
make an unfavourable impression on the bourgeois public^ it was 
rathe.!- an ‘aristocrats’ style’, elegant and fastidious, nervous and 
sensitive, sensual and epiemean, keen on rare and exquisite sub¬ 
jects, bent on strictly personal experiences, experiences of soli¬ 
tude and seclusion and the sensations of over-refined senses and 
nerves. It is, however, the creation of artists who not only come 
very largely from the lower and middle sections of the bour¬ 
geoisie, but who are much less concerned with intellectual and 
aesthetic problems than the artists of earlier generations 5 they are 
less versatile and sophisticated, more exclusively craftsmen and 
‘technicians’ than their predecessors. But there are also members 
of the well-to-do bourgeoisie and even of the aristocracy amongst 
them. Manet, Bazille, Berthe Morisot and Cezanne are the 
children of rich parents. Degas is of aristocratic and Toulouse- 
Lautrec of high aristocratic descent. The refined intellectual style 
and cultivated well-bred manners of Manet and Degas, the 
elegance and delicate artistry of Constantin Guys and Toulouse- 
Lautrec, show the genteel bourgeois society of the Second Empire, 
the world of the crinoline and the ddcollete, the equipages and the 
riding horses in the Bois, from its most attiactive side. 
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The history of literature reveals a much more complicated 
picture than that of painting. As a literary style, impressionism 
is, intrinsically, not a very sharply defined phenomenon; its 
beginnings are hardly recognizable within the total complex of 
naturalism and its later forms of development are completely 
merged with the phenomena of symbolism. Chronologically, too, 
a certain discrepancy is to be observed between impressionism in 
literature and painting; in painting, the most productive period 
of impressionism is already past, when its stylistic characteristics 
are first beginning to emerge in literature. The most funda¬ 
mental difference, how^ever, is that in literature impressionism 
loses the connection with naturalism, positivism and materialism 
comparatively early and becomes almost from the outset the 
champion of that idealistic reaction which finds expression in 
painting only after the dissolution of impressionism. The main 
reason for this is that the conservative elite plays a much more 
important role in literature than in painting, wdiich, as a result 
of its stronger roots in craft traditions, puts up greater resistance 
to the spiritualistic aspirations of the age. 

The crisis of naturalism, whicliisonly a symptom of the crisis 
of positivism, does not become evident until about 1885, but the 
omens are already apparent around 1870. The enemies of the 
Republic are mostly also enemies of rationalism, materialism and 
naturalism; they attack scientific progress and expect that a 
religious revival will also bring about an intellectual rebirth. 
They talk about the ‘bankruptcy of science’, the ‘end of natur¬ 
alism’, the ‘soulless mechanization of culture’, but they always 
mean the Revolution, the Republic and liberalism when they 
storm against the intellectual poverty of the age. The conserva¬ 
tives have lost their influence on the government, it is true, but 
they have kept their strong position in public life. They still 
continue to occupy the most important posts in the administra¬ 
tion, diplomacy and the army and they dominate public educa¬ 
tion, especially in its higher branches.The lycees and the 
University belong as much as ever to tlie domain of the clergy 
and high finance, and the cultural ideals which they spread 
abroad have a stronger currency in literature than ever. We come 
across academically educated writers in much greater numbers 
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than hitherto and, under their influence, intellectual life acquires 
a predominantly reactionary character. Flaubert, Maupassant 
and Zola were not writers of learning, whereas Bourget and 
Barrfes represent the spirit of the Academy and the University; 
they feel themselves to some extent responsible for the cultural 
inheritance of the nation and come forward as the competent 
intellectual leaders of youth.212 This intellectualization of litera¬ 
ture is perhaps the most striking and most universally valid 
characteristic of the period; it finds expression in both the pro¬ 
gressive and the conservative writers.^^s In this respect there is 
not the slightest difference between Anatole France and his 
clerical and nationalistic colleagues. And although there is only 
one Anatole France alongside Boui*get, Barrfes, Brunetifere, Berg¬ 
son and Claudel, the esteem in which this Voltairian is held 
proves that the spirit of the enlightenment is by no means 
dead in France. On the other hand, incidents like the Dreyfus 
affair and the Panama scandal are needed to awaken it from its 
trance. 

Around 1870 France goes through one of its most serious 
intellectual and moral crises, but its ‘intellectual Sedan’ is in no 
way connected with its military defeat, as Barrfes maintains, 
and its ‘fatal weariness of life’ is not derived from its materialism 
and relativism, as Bourget thinks. Bourget and Barrfcs are no less 
affected by this weariness of life than are Baudelaire and Flau¬ 
bert. It is part of the romantic sickness of the whole century, and 
Zola’s naturalism, which the generation of 1885 treats as a scape¬ 
goat, actually represents the only serious, though inadequate, 
attempt to overcome the nihilism which had seized men’s minds. 
From the later ’eighties onwards the literarj" situation is domin¬ 
ated by the attacks on Zola and the disbandment of naturalism 
as the leading movement. That is the strongest impression that 
emerges from the answers to the inquiry organized by Jules 
Huret, a contributor to the ilcho de Parisy which also appeared 
in book form in 1891 under the title Enquete sur Vevolution 
litteraire and which represent one of the most important sources 
for the intellectual and cultural history of the period. Huret 
asked the sixty-four most prominent French writers of the day 
what they thought of naturalism, whether, in their opinion, it 
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was already dead, or wliether it could still be saved, and if not, 
what literary trend would take its place. The overwhelming 
majority of those questioned, with most of Zola’s former disciples 
at the head, thought the case hopeless. Only the ever-faithful 
Paul Alexis hastened to wire, ‘Naturalisme pas mort. Lettre 
suit’, as if he were anxious to prevent the spread of a dangerous 
rumour. But his haste was of no avail. The rumour did spread 
and naturalism was denied even by those who owed it their wliole 
artistic existence. And tliis meant most of the creative writei-s of 
the age. For what was the most influential literature up to the 
turn of the century, and what is it partly still today, if not 
naturalistic, form-demolishing literature bent on the expansion 
of the content of experience? What, above all, w^as the ‘psycho¬ 
logical novel’ of Bourget, Barrfes, Huysmans and even Proust, if 
not the result of naturalistic observation interested in the ‘docu¬ 
ment humairi’? And wliat is the wdiole modern novel, in the last 
analysis, but the exact, minute and increasingly precise descrip¬ 
tion of concrete spiritual reality? It is quite true that certain 
anti-naturalistic characteristics are as inseparably connected with 
impressionism in literature as tliey are in painting, but these, 
too, grow out of the soil of naturalism. At first sight, therefore, 
the violence of the public reaction seems inexplicable. The argu¬ 
ments against naturalism wxtc by no means new, the curious 
thing Avas simply that, at a time when naturalism already seemed 
to have won the day, it was attacked with such bitterness. What 
was it that people could not forgive in naturalism or pretejided 
not to be able to forgive? Naturalism, it w^as asserted, was an 
indelicate, indecent and obscene art, the expression of an insipid, 
materialistic philosophy, the instrument of clumsy, heavy-handed 
democratic propaganda, a collection of boring, trivial and vulgar 
banalities, a representation of reality which, in its portrayal of 
society, described only the wild, ravenous, undisciplined animal 
in man and only the works of disintegration, the dissolution of 
human relationships, the undermining of the family, the nation 
and religion, in short, it was destructive, unnatural, hostile to 
life. The generation of 1850 merely defended the interests of the 
upper classes against the inroads of naturalism, that of 1885 
defends humanity, creative life, God himself. In the interim 
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there has been an increase of religion, perhaps, but not of 
sincerity. 

People drivel about the mysteries of being and the depth of 
the human soul$ they call the rational flat and want to explore 
and divine the unknown and the unknowable. They profess a 
belief in world-renouncing, ^ascetic ideals’, but they omit to ask, 
with Nietzsche, why they really seem to be necessary. Symbolism 
is the most celebrated literary trend of the day^ Verlaine and 
Mallarme stand in the centre of public interest. The greatest 
names of the romantic movement, Chateaubriand, Lamartine, 
Vigny, Musset, Merimee, Gautier, George Sand, are not men¬ 
tioned at all in the answers which Huret receives.^i^ Instead, 
Stendhal and Baudelaire are discovered, there is enthusiasm for 
Villiers de I’lslc-Adam and Rimbaud, the vogue of the Russian 
novel, of English Pre-Raphaelism axid German philosophy is pre¬ 
dominant. But the deepest and most fruitful influence emanates 
from Baudelairej he is regarded as the most important pre¬ 
decessor of symbolist poetry and the creator of the modern lyric 
in general. It is he who leads the generation of Bourget and 
Barres, Huysmans and Mallarme back to the path of romantic 
aestheticism and teaches it how to reconcile the new mysticism 
with the old fanatical devotion to art. 

Aestheticism readies the pinnacle of its development in the 
age of impressionism. Its characteristic criteria, the passive, 
purely contemplative attitude to life, tlie transitoriness and non- 
committing quality of experience and hedonistic sensualism, are 
now the standards by which art in general is judged. The work of 
art is not only considered an end in itself, not only a self-sufficient 
game, whose charm is apt to be destroyed by any extraneous, 
extra-aesthetic purpose, not only the most beautiful gift which 
life has to offer, for the enjoyment of which it is one’s duty 
devotedly to prepare oneself, it becomes, in its autonomy, its lack 
of consideration for everything outside its sphere, a pattern for 
life, for the life of the dilettante, who now begins to displace 
the intellectual heroes of the past in the estimation of poets and 
writers and represents the ideal of the fin de siecle. What dis¬ 
tinguishes him above all is the fact that he strives to ‘turn his 
life into a work of art’, in other words, into something costly 
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and useless, something flowing along freely and extravagantly, 
something offered up to the beauty, the pure form, the harmony 
of tones and lines. Aesthetic culture implies a way of life marked 
by uselessness and superfluousness, that is to say, the embodi¬ 
ment of romantic resignation and passivity. But it outdoes 
romanticism; it not only renounces life for the sake of art, it 
seeks for the justification of life in art itself. It regards the world 
of art as the only real compensation for the disappointments of 
life, as the genuine realization and consummation of an existence 
that is intrinsically incomplete and inarticulate. But this not 
only means that life seems more beautiful and more conciliatory 
when clothed in art, but that, as Proust, the last great im¬ 
pressionist and aesthetic hedonist, thought, it only grows into 
significant reality in memory, vision and the aesthetic experience. 
We live our experiences with the greatest intensity not when we 
encounter men and things in reality—the ‘time’ and the present 
of these experiences are always ‘lost’—but when we ‘recover 
time’, when we are no longer the actors but the spectators of our 
life, when we create or enjoy works of art, in other wwds, when 
we remember. Here, in Proust, art takes possession of what Plato 
had denied it: ideas—^the true remembrance of the essential 
forms of being. 

The theoretical foundations of modern aestheticism as the 
philosophy of the absolutely passive, contemplative attitude to 
life can be traced back to Schopenhauer, who defines art as the 
deliverance from the will, as the sedative which brings the 
appetites and passions to silence. The philosophy of aestheticism 
judges and evaluates the w^hole of life from the point of view of 
this art free from will and passion. Its ideal is a public entirely 
made up of real or potential artists, of artistic natures for whom 
reality is merely the substratum of aesthetic experience. It 
regards the civilized world as a great artist’s studio and the artist 
himself as the best connoisseur. D’Alembert had still said: ‘Woe 
betide the art w^hose beauty only exists for artists.’ The fact that 
he felt induced to utter such a warning proves, however, that 
the danger of aestheticism had already existed in the eighteenth 
century; in the seventeenth that kind of idea would not yet have 
occurred to anyone. For the nineteenth century D’Alembert’s 

884 



IMPRESSIONISM 


fear again ceased to have any meaning. The Goncourts describe 
his words as the greatest stupidity imaginable, 2 ^® and are con¬ 
vinced of nothing more deeply than that the precondition of an 
adequate appreciation of art is a life dedicated to art, in other 
words, the practice of art. 

The aesthetic philosophy of impressionism marks the begin¬ 
ning of a process of complete inbreeding in art. Artists produce 
their works for artists, and art, that is, the formal experience of 
the world sitb specie artis^ becomes the real subject of art. Raw, 
unformed nature untouched by culture loses its aestlietic attrac¬ 
tion and the ideal of naturalness is thrust aside by an ideal of 
artificiality. The city, urban culture, urban amusements, the 
Sie factice’ and the ‘paradis artificiels’, seem not only incompar¬ 
ably more attractive, but also much more spiritual and soulful 
than tlie so-called charms of nature. Nature itself is ugly, ordi¬ 
nary, shapeless, art alone makes it enjoyable. Baudelaire hates 
the country, the Goncourts regard nature as an enemy and the 
later aesthetes, especially Whistler and Wilde, speak of it in a 
tone of contemptuous irony. This is the end of the pastoral, of the 
romantic enthusiasm for the natural and the belief in the identity 
of reason and nature. The reaction against Rousseau and the cult 
of the state of nature initiated by him now comes to its definite 
conclusion. Everything simple and clear, instinctive and un¬ 
sophisticated, loses its valuer the consciousness, the intellectualism 
and the unnaturalness of culture are now sought after. Intelli¬ 
gence and the functions of the critical faculty are again stressed in 
the process of artistic creation. The imagination of the artist con¬ 
tinually produces good, middling and bad things—says Nietzsche 
—it is his discernment that first rejects, selects and organizes 
the material to be used.^i’ This idea, like the wliole philosophy 
of the Sie factice’, comes fundamentally from Baudelaire, who 
desires to ‘transform his delight into knowledge’ and to let the 
critic in the poet always have his say,^!® in whom the enthusiasm 
for everything artificial goes, in fact, so far that he even considers 
nature morally inferior. He maintains that evil takes place with¬ 
out effort, that is to say, naturally, whereas goodness is always the 
product of design and purpose, and is, therefore, artificial and 
unnatural. 
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The enthusiasm for the artificiality of culture is in some 
respects again only a new form of romantic escapism. Artificial, 
fictitious life is chosen, because reality can never be so beautiful 
as illusion and because all contact with reality, all attempts to 
realize dreams and wishes must lead to their corruption. But 
people now take refuge from social reality not in nature, as the 
romantics had done, but in a higher, more sublimated and more 
artificial world. In Villiers de I’lsle-Adam’s Axel (1890, post¬ 
humous), one of the classical portrayals of the new attitude to 
life, the intellectual and imaginary forms of being always stand 
above the natural and practical, and unrealized desires always 
seem more perfect and more satisfying than their translation into 
ordinary, trivial reality. Axel wants to commit suicide wdtli Sara 
whom he loves. She is quite willing to die with him, but she 
would like, before they die, to know the happiness of one night 
of love. Axel fears, however, that, afterwards, he would no longer 
have the courage to die and that their love, like all realized 
dreams, w ould not stand the test of time. He prefers the peiTect 
illusion to the imperfect reality. The wiiole thought of neo- 
romanticism more or less depends on this feelings everywhere we 
come across Lohengrins who, as Nietzsche says, leave their Elsas 
in the lurch on the wedding night. ^Life?’ asks Axel. ^Our servants 
see to that for us.’ In Huysmans’ A rebours (1884), the principal 
document of this anti-natural and anti-practical aestheticism, the 
replacement of practical life by the life of the spirit is carried 
through even more completely. Des Esseintes, the famous hero 
of the novel, the prototype of all the Dorian Grays, seals himself 
off from the world so hermetically that he does not even dare to 
go on a journey since he is afraid of being disappointed by reality. 
It is the same crippling, life-destroying subjectivism that finds 
expression in the aesthete’s boredom with nature. ‘The age of 
nature’, says Des Esseintes, ‘is pastj it has finally exhausted the 
patience of all sensitive minds by the loathsome monotony of its 
landscapes and skies.’ For such minds there is but one way: to 
make themselves absolutely independent and replace nature by 
the mind, reality by fiction. They have to make everything 
straight crooked and to bend all natural instincts and inclinations 
into their opposite. Des Esseintes lives in his house as in a monas- 
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tery, he visits no one and receives no one, he neither writes nor 
receives letters, he sleeps by day and reads, indulges in fancies 
and speculates by night, he creates his own ‘artificial paradises’ 
and gives up everything in which ordinary mortals delight. He 
invents symphonies in colours, scents, drinks, artificial flowers 
and rare jewels; for the instruments of his spiritual acrobatics 
must be rare and costly. Natural, cheap, insipid and plebeian are 
synonyms in his vocabulary. 

Perhaps the mysticism of this whole philosophy is, however, 
expressed nowhere so strongly as in Villiers de I’Isle-Adam’s short 
story VeraJ^^^ Vdra is the idolized, early departed wdfe of the 
hero, who refuses to acknowledge the fact of her death, because 
lie could not endure the consciousness of it. He throws the key 
of the vault in which she lies buried back through the grating, 
goes liome and begins a neAv, artificial life, that is, he continues 
his former life, as if nothing had happened. He goes in and out, 
talks and acts, as if she were still alive and beside him. His 
behaviour is such a consistent and unbroken chain of attitudes 
and actions that nothing but the physical presence of Vera is 
needed to make his conduct absolutely reasonable. But she is so 
completely present spiritually and the radiation of her personality 
so immediate, so overvNdielming that her fictitious life has a much 
deeper, truer and more genuine reality than her actual death. 
She does not die until, all at once, these words escape the sleep¬ 
walker’s lips: ‘I remember . . . You are really dead after all!’ 
No intelligent reader will overlook the analogy between tliis 
obstinate refusal to admit the relevance of reality and the Chris¬ 
tian denial of the wwld, but none will also fail to recognize the 
difference between the stubbornness of an obsession and the im¬ 
perturbability of a religious faith. It is impossible to imagine 
anything more unchristian, more foreign to the spirit of the 
Middle Ages than ennuiy this new, impressionistic form of 
romantic fVekschmerz, This is the expression of a feeling of 
disgust at the monotony of life, 221 therefore, the precise opposite 
of the dissatisfaction which, as has been pointed out, earlier ages, 
in which faith in the divine order was still alive, had felt with 
the unpleasant aspects of things here on earth .®22 In former ages 
the fickleness of Fortuna, the inconstancy and incalculability of 
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fate, had been viewed with alarm, there was a general yearning 
for peace and security, for the monotony and boredom of peace; 
for the modern aesthete, on the other hand, it is the ordered 
security of bourgeois life that he finds most intolerable of all. 
The impressionists’ attempt to arrest the fleeting hour, their 
surrender to the passing mood, as the highest and least re¬ 
placeable value, their aim of living in the moment, of being 
absorbed by it, is only the result of this unbourgeois view of life, 
of this revolt against the routine and discipline of bourgeois 
practice. Impressionism, too, is the art of an opposition, like 
all progressive tendencies since the romantics, and the rebellious¬ 
ness which is latent in the impressionistic approach to life, 
although the impressionists are not always aware of it, is part of 
the reason why the bourgeois public rejected the new art. 

In the ’eighties people are fond of describing the aesthetic 
hedonism of the time as ‘decadence’. Des Esseintes, the refined 
epicurean, is at the same time the prototype of the pampered 
‘decadent’. The concept of decadence, however, contains traits 
which are not necessarily contained in that of aestheticism, thus 
above all the feeling of doom and crisis, that is, the consciousness 
of standing at the end of a vital process and in the presence of 
the dissolution of a civilization. The sympathy with the old, 
exhausted, over-refined cultures, with Hellenism, the later years 
of the Roman Empire, the rococo and the mature, ‘impression¬ 
istic’ style of the great masters, is part of the essence of the feeling 
of decadence. The aw^areness of being witnesses of a turning 
point in the history of civilization was nothing new, but whereas 
people in former times had deeply lamented the fate of belonging 
to an ageing culture, as Musset had done for instance, the idea 
of intellectual nobility is now connected with the concept of old 
age and fatigue, of over-cultivation and degeneration. Men are 
seized by a real frenzy of change and decay—by a feeling that 
is again not entirely new, but much stronger than ever before. 
The analogies with Rousseauism, the Byronic weariness of life 
and the romantic passion for death are obvious. It is the same 
abyss that attracts both the romantic and the decadent, the same 
delight in destruction, self-destruction, that intoxicates them. But 
for the decadent ‘everything is an abyss’, everything replete with 
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the fear of life, with insecurity: ‘Tout plein de vague horreur, 
inenant on ne sait oii,’ as Baudelaire says. 

‘Who knows whether truth is not sad,’ wi'ites Renan—^words 
of the deepest scepticism, to which none of the great Russians 
would have subscribed. For them it was possible for everything, 
except truth, to be sad. But how much more sinister are the words 
of Rimbaud: ‘Ce qu’on ne sait pas, c’est peut-fitre terrible’ {Le 
Forgcroji). One has but an inkling of the kind of unfathomable 
and inexhaustible riddles he feels himself surrounded by, even 
though he immediately adds: ‘Nous saurons.’ The abyss which, 
for the Christian, was sin, for the knight, dishonesty, for the 
bourgeois, illegality, is, for the decadent, everything for which 
he lacks concepts, words and formulae. Hence his desperate 
struggle to achieve form and his unconquerable abhorrence for 
evciylhing unformed, untamed and natural. Hence his fondness 
for the ages which had the most, if not alw'ays the deepest, 
formvilae, which had at their disposal a word, albeit often only a 
feeble wwd, for everything. 

Verlaine’s ‘Je suis I’empire a la fin de la decadence’ becomes 
the signature of the age, and although, as the apologist of the 
period of Roman decline, he has his forerunners in Gerard de 
Nerval,223 Baudelaire and Gautier,224 nevertheless, he utters the 
catchword at the right moment and lends to what had hitherto 
been the expression of a mere mood the character of a cultural 
programme. There have been periods of culture which did not 
know or refused to know anything of a Golden Age, but, before 
the decadents of the nineteenth century, there had never been 
a generation which had decided against the Golden in favour of 
the vSilver Age. This choice implied not only the awareness of 
being the mere descendants of great ancestors, not only the 
modesty of belated heirs, but also a kind of consciousness of guilt 
and a feeling of inferiority. The ‘decadents’ w^ere hedonists with 
a bad conscience, sinners who threw themselves, like Barbey 
d’Aurevilly, Huysmans, Verlaine, Wilde and Beardsley, into tlie 
arms of the Catholic Church. This feeling of guilt was expressed 
more directly than anywhere else in their conception of love, 
which was completely dominated by the psychological puberty 
of the romantics. For Baudelaire, love is the essence of the for- 

889 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 

bidden, the fall of man, the irreparable loss of innocence^ ^faire 
Pamour, c’est faire le maP, he says. But his romantic satanism 
transforms this sinfulness itself into a source of lust: love is not 
only the intrinsically evil, its highest pleasure consists precisely 
in the consciousness of doing evil.^ 25 "phe sympathy for the pro¬ 
stitute, which the decadents share with the romantics, and in 
which Baudelaire is again the intermediary, is the expression of 
the same inhibited, guilt-laden relationship to love. It is, of 
course, above all the expression of the revolt against bourgeois 
society and the morality based on the bourgeois family. The 
prostitute is the deracinee and the outlaw, the rebel who revolts 
not onty against the institutional bourgeois form of love, but also 
against its ‘natural’ spiritual form. She destro 3 '^s not only the 
moral and social organization of the feeling, she destroj^s the 
bases of the feeling itself. She is cold in the midst of the storms of 
passion, she is and remains the superior spectator of the lust that 
she awakens, she feels lonel}^ and apathetic when otliers are 
enraptured and intoxicated—she is, in brief, the artist’s female 
double. From this community of feeling and destiny arises the 
understanding which the artists of decadence show for her. They 
know how they prostitute themselves, liow they surrender their 
most sacred feelings, and how cheaply they sell their secrets. 

This declaration of solidarity with the prostitute completes the 
estrangement of the artists from bourgeois society. The bad 
schoolboy sits in the ‘back row’, as Thomas Mann said of one of 
his heroes, and feels the relief which one feels on leaving the 
scene of public strife, and stays in the ‘back row’, despised but 
unmolested. It would be curious if, in a thinker such as Thomas 
Mann, whose whole outlook on life hinges on a single central 
problem, namely the position of the artist in the bourgeois world, 
even this apparently innocuous remark were not connected 
in a way with his interpretation of the artist’s way of life. The 
particular existence the artist leads, which must strike the bour¬ 
geois mind as lacking all ambition, is in fact very much like a 
‘back row’ which relieves him of all responsibility and all need 
to account for his actions. In any case, Thomas Mann’s emphati¬ 
cally ‘bourgeois’ outlook, as also, for example, the ‘correct’ social 
philosophy of Henry James, can only be understood as a reaction 
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against the Avay of life of the type of artist who has taken his 
seat ostCMitatiously in the ‘back row’ and with whom people 
refuse to have anything to do. Thomas Mann and Henry James 
know, however, only too well that the artist is forced to lead 
an extra-human and inhuman existence, that the w^ays of normal 
life are not open to him and that spontaneous, unsclf-coriscious, 
warm human feelings have no relevance to his purpose. The 
paradox of his lot is that it is his task to describe life from which 
he himself is excluded. This situation is followed by serious, 
oflx'u insoluble complications. Paul Overt, the younger of the 
two writoi's who confront each other in Henry James’s The Lesson 
of Oie Master^ revolts in vain against the cruel niojiastic discipline 
to wliich a life devoted to art is subjected and struggles to no 
avail against the forgoing of all personal and private happiness 
wdiich Henry St. George, the master, demands of him. He is full 
of impatience and bitterness against the mercilciss tyranny of the 
power to which he has sold himself. ‘You don’t imagine, by any 
chance, that I’m defending art?’ the master replies to him. 
‘Happy the societies in wdiich it hasn’t made its appearance.’ 
And Thomas Mann’s reproach to art is just as stern and implac¬ 
able. For when he shows that all problematical, ambiguous and 
disreputable lives, all the feeble, the diseased and degenerate, 
all the adventurers, swindlers and criminals and, finally, even 
Hitler aie spiritual relations of the artist, 228 Re formulates the 
most dreadful charge ever brought against art. 

The age of impressionism produces two extreme types of the 
modern artist estranged from society: the new^ bohemians and 
those who take refuge from Western civilization in distant, exotic 
lands. Both are the product of the same feeling, the same ‘dis¬ 
comfort with culture’, the only difference being that the first 
choose ‘internal emigration’, the others real flight. But both lead 
the same abstract life severed from immediate reality and 
practical activity^ both express themselves in forms which must 
inevitably appear increasingly strange and unintelligible to the 
majority of the public. The voyage into remote lands, as an 
escape from modern civilization, is as old as the bohemian protest 
against the bourgeois way of life. Both have their source in 
romantic unreality and individualism, but they have become 
S.H.A.— 2 891 cc—2 
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transformed meanwhile and the form in which they now enter 
the artist’s experience is attributable once again above all to 
Baudelaire. The romantics w^ere still searching for the ‘blue 
flower’, for the land of dreams and ideals, ‘Mais les vrais voya- 
geurs’, says Baudelaire, ‘sont ceux-la seuls qui partent Pour 
partir. . . .’ That is the real escape, the voyage into the un¬ 
known, which is undertaken not because one is enticed, but 
because one is disgusted by something. 

O Mort, vieux capitaine, il est temps! levons I’ancre! 

Ce pays nous ennuie, o Mort! Appareillons! 

Si le ciel et la mer sont noirs corrime I’encre, 

Nos coeurs que tu coimais sont remplis de rayons! 

Rimbaud intensifies the pain of departing—‘La vie est absente, 
nous ne sommes pas au monde’—^but he scarcely intensifies the 
beauty of Baudelaire’s words of farewell, which are unparalleled 
in the whole of modern poetry. Nevertheless, he is Baudelaire’s 
only real heir, the only one who realizes the master’s imaginary 
voyages, and turns into a way of life what before him had been 
mere escapades into the world of bohemianism. 

In France the bolibme is not a uniform and clear-cut pheno¬ 
menon. There is no need of special evidence to prove that the 
frivolous and lovable young people in Puccini’s opera have 
nothing in common with Rimbaud and his possession by the 
spirit of evil, or with Verlaine and his wavering between crimin¬ 
ality and mysticism. But Rimbaud’s and Verlaine’s genealogy 
has many ramifications, and to describe it, it is necessary to 
distinguish between three different phases and forms of artist 
life: the boherae of the romantic, of the naturalistic and of the 
impressionistic age. 2 27 The bohfeme was originally no more than 
a demonstration against the bourgeois way of life. It consisted 
of young artists and students, who were mostly the sons of well- 
to-do people, and in whom the opposition to the prevailing society 
was usually a product of mere youthful exuberance and contrari¬ 
ness. Th^ophile Gautier, Gerard de Nerval, Arsbne Houssaye, 
Nestor Roqueplan and all the rest of them, parted from bour¬ 
geois society, not because they were forced, but because they 
wanted to live differently from their bourgeois fathers. They 
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were genuine romantics, who wanted to be original and extrava¬ 
gant. They undertook their excursion into the world of the 
outlaws and the outcasts, just as one undertakes a journey 
into an exotic land 5 they knew nothing of the misery of the 
later bohfeme, and they were free to return to bourgeois society 
at any time. Tlie bohfeme of the following generation, that 
of the militant naturalism with its headquarters in the beer- 
cellar, the generation to which Champfleurj", Courbet, Nadar and 
Murger belonged, was, on the other hand, a real bohfeme, that 
is, an artistic proletariat, made up of people whose existence w^as 
absolutely insecure, people who stood outside the frontiers of 
bourgeois society, and whose struggle against the bourgeoisie was 
no high-spirited game but a bitter necessity. Their unbourgeois 
way of life was the form which best suited the questionable 
existence that they led and was in no sense any longer a mere 
masquerade. But just as Baudelaire, who belongs to this genera¬ 
tion chronologically, marks, intellectually, a reversion to the 
romantic bohfeme, on the one hand, and an advance to the 
impressionistic, on the other, Murger also represents, albeit in a 
different sense, a transitional phenomenon. Now that the bohfeme 
ceases to be ^romantic’, the bourgeoisie begins to romanticize and 
idealize it. In this j^cess Murger plays the part of the mattre de 
plaisiry and represents the Quartier Latin tamed and cleansed. 
For this service he himself is promoted, as he deserves, into the 
ranks of the authors acknowledged by the middle class. The 
philistine regards the bohfeme on the wliole as an underworld. 
It attracts him and it repels him. He flirts witli the freedom and 
irresponsibility which reign supreme in it, but shrinks from the 
disorder and anarchy which the realization of this freedom im¬ 
plies. Murger’s idealization is intended to make the danger which 
threatens bourgeois society from this side seem more harmless 
than it is and to allow the unsuspecting bourgeois to continue 
luxuriating in his equivocal wish-fulfilment dreams. Murger's 
figures are usually gay, somewhat frivolous, but thoroughly good- 
natured young people, who will remember their bohemian life 
when they grow old, as the bourgeois reader remembers the 
riotous years when he was a student. In the eyes of the bourgeois 
this impression of the provisional took the final sting out of the 
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bohfeme. And Murger was by no means alone in his views. Balzac 
also described the bohemian life of the young artists as a transi¬ 
tional stage. ^The bohfenie consists’, he writes in Un Prince de 
la Boheme^ ^of young people, wlio are still unknown, but who 
will be well known and famous one day.’ 

In the age of naturalism, however, not only Murger’s concep¬ 
tion but also the actual life of the bohemians is still an idyll, 
compared to the life of the poets and artists of the next genera¬ 
tion who shut themselves off from bourgeois society—Rimbaud, 
Verlaine, Tristan Corbifere and Lautreamont. The bohfeme had 
become a company of vagabonds and outlaws, a class in which 
demoralization, anarchy and misery dwell, a group of desperados, 
who not only break with bourgeois society, but w’itli the w’^hole of 
European civilization. Baudelaire, Verlaine and Toulouse-Lautrec 
are heavy drinkers, Rimbaud, Gauguin and Van Gogh tramps 
and homeless globe-trotters, Verlaine and Rimbaud die in hos¬ 
pital, Van Gogh and Toulouse-Lautrec live for some time in a 
lunatic asylum, and most of them spend their lives in cafes, 
music-halls, brothels, hospitals or on the street. They destroy 
everything in themselves that might be of use to society, they 
rage against everything that gives permanence and continuity 
to life and they rage against themselves, as if they were anxious 
to exterminate everything in their own nature which they have 
in common with others. T am killing myself’, Baudelaire writes 
in a letter of 1845, ‘because I am uselevss to others and a danger 
to myself.’ But it is not merely the consciousness of his own 
unhappiness that fills him, but also the feeling that the happiness 
of others is something banal and vulgar. ‘You are a happy man,’ 
he writes in a later letter. ‘I feel sorry for you, sir, for being 
happy so easily. A man must have sunk low to consider himself 
happy.’2 28 W^e find the same contempt for the cheap feeling of 
happiness in Chekhov’s short story Gooseberries. And that is no 
accident in the case of a writer who feels so much sympathy for 
bohemianism. ‘Tell me why you lead such a monotonous life?’ 
the hero of one of his short stories about artists asks his host. 
‘My life is tedious, dull, monotonous, because I am a painter, a 
queer fish, and have been worried all my life with envy, dis¬ 
content, disbelief in my work: I am always poor, I am a vaga- 
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bond, but you are a wealthy, normal man, a landowner, a gentle¬ 
man—why do you live so tamely and take so little from life?’ 22 ® 
The life of the older generation of bohemians was, at least, full 
of colour; they put up with their misery, in order to live colour- 
fully and interestingly. But the new bohemians live under the 
pressure of a dull, fusty and stifling boredom; art no longer 
intoxicates, it only narcotizes. 

Yet neither Baudelaire nor Chekhov nor the others had any 
idea what a hell life could develop into lor a man like Rimbaud. 
Western culture had to reach the stage of its present crisis before 
such a life could become conceivable at all. A neurasthenic, a 
ne’er-do-well, an idler, a thoroughly malignant and dangerous 
man who, wandering from country to countiy, manages to scrape 
a living for himself as language teacher, street hawker, circus 
employee, docker, agricultural day-laboui*er, sailor, volunteer in 
the Dutch army, mechanic, explorer, colonial trader and heaven 
knows what else, catches an infection somewhere in Africa, has 
to have a leg amputated in a hospital in Marseilles, in order, at 
the age of thirty-seven, to die piecemeal in the most terrible 
agony; a genius who writes immortal poems at the age of seveii- 
teen, gives up writing poetry completely at the age of nineteen, 
and in whose let ters there is never a mention of literature during 
the rest of his life; a criminal towards liimself cind others, who 
throw^s away his most precious possessions and completely forgets, 
completely denies that he has ever possessed them; one of the 
pioneers and, as many people maintain, the real founder of 
modern poetry, wdio, when the news of his fame reaches him in 
Africa, refuses to listen and dismisses it with a ‘merde pour la 
poesie’: can one imagine anything more appalling, anything 
more in conflict wdth the idea of a poet? Is it not, as Tristan 
Corbibre says: ‘His poems were by another; he had not read 
them’? Is it not the most terrible nihilism conceivable, the 
extremity of self-denial? And that is the real fruit of the seed 
sown by the respectable, decent-minded and fastidious bour¬ 
geois Flaubert and his sophisticated, cultivated and art-minded 
friends. 

After 1890 the word ‘decadence’ loses its suggestive note and 
people begin to speak of ‘symbolism’ as the leading artistic trend. 
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Mor^as introduces the term and defines it as the attempt to 
replace reality in poetry by the ‘idea’.*3® The new terminology is 
in accordance with Mallarme’s victory over Verlaine and the 
shift of emphasis from sensualistic impressionism to spiritualism. 
It is often veiy difficult to distinguish symbolism from impres- 
sionism^ the two concepts are partly antithetical, partly synony¬ 
mous. There is a fairly sharp distinction between Verlaine’s 
impressionism and Mallarme’s symbolism, but to find the proper 
stylistic category for a writer like Maeterlinck is by no means 
so simple. Symbolism, with its optical and acoustic effects, as 
well as the mixing and combining of the different sense data 
and the reciprocal action between the various art forms, above 
all what Mallarme understood by the reconquest from music 
of the property of poetry, is ‘impressionistic’. But, with its 
irrationalistic and spiritualistic approach, it also implies a sharp 
reaction against naturalistic and materialistic impressionism. For 
the latter, sense experience is something final and irreducible, 
whereas for symbolism, the wdiole of empirical reality is only 
the image of a world of ideas. 

Symbolism represents, on the one hand, the final result of the 
development which began with romanticism, that is, with the 
discovery of metaphor as the germ-cell of poetry, and which led 
to the richness of impressionistic imagery, but it not only dis¬ 
owns impressionism on account of its materialistic world-view 
and the Parnasse on account of its formalism and rationalism, it 
also disowns romanticism on account of its emotionalism and the 
conventionality of its metaphorical language. In certain respects 
symbolism can be considered the reaction against the whole of 
earlier poetryit discovers something that had either never 
been known or never been emphasized before: ‘poesie pure’^a*— 
the poetry that arises from the irrational, non-conceptual spirit 
of language, which is opposed to all logical interpretation. For 
symbolism, poetry is nothing but the expression of those relation¬ 
ships and correspondences, which language, left to itself, creates 
between the concrete and the abstract, the material and the ideal, 
and between the different spheres of the senses. Mallarme thinks 
that poetry is the intimation of hovering and ever evaporating 
imagesj he asserts that to name an object is to destroy three- 
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quarters of the pleasure which consists in the gradual divining 
of its true nature.The symbol implies, however, not merely 
the deliberate avoidance of direct naming, but the indirect 
expression of a meaning, which it is impossible to describe 
directly, which is essentially indefinable and inexhaustible. 

Mallarrrie’s generation by no means invented the symbol as a 
means of expression 5 symbolic art had also existed in previous 
ages. It merely discovered the difference between symbol and 
allegory, and made symbolism as a poetic style the conscious aim 
of its endeavours. It recognized, even though it was not always 
able to give expression to its insight, that allegory is nothing but 
the translation of an abstract idea into the form of a concrete 
image, whereby the idea continues to a certain extent to be 
independent of its metaphorical expi*ession and could also be 
expressed in another form, whereas the symbol brings the idea 
and the image into an indivisible unity, so that the transforma¬ 
tion of the image also implies the metamorphosis of the idea. In 
short, the content of a symbol cannot be translated into any other 
form, but a symbol can, on the other hand, be interpreted in 
various ways, and this variability of the interpretation, this appar¬ 
ent inexhaustibility of the meaning of the symbol, is its most 
essential characteristic. Compared with the symbol, the allegory 
always seems like the simple, plain and to some extent super¬ 
fluous transcription of an idea which gains nothing by being 
translated from one sphere to another. The allegory is a kind of 
riddle, the solution to which is obvious 5 whereas the symbol can 
only be interpreted, it cannot be solved. The allegory is the 
expression of a static, the symbol that of a dynamic process of 
thought^ the former sets a limit and a boundary to the associa¬ 
tion of ideas, the latter sets ideas in motion and keeps them in 
motion. High medieval art is expressed chiefly in symbols, late 
medieval art in allegories^ the adventures of Don Quixote are 
symbolical, those of the heroes of the novels of chivalry which 
Cervantes takes as his model are allegorical. But in almost every 
age allegorical and symbolical art co-exist, and one often finds 
them intermingled in the wwks of one and the same artist. 
Lear’s ‘wheel of fire’ is a symbol, Romeo’s ‘night’s candles’ an 
allegory^ but the very next line in Romeo—‘the jocund day 
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Stands tiptoe on the misty mountain tops’—has again a symbolic 
ring about it. 

Symbolism is based on the assumption that poetry’s task is to 
express something that cannot be moulded into a definite form 
and cannot be approached by a direct route. Since it is impossible 
to utter anything relevant about things through the clear m(‘dia 
of the consciousness, ^vllereas language discloses as it were auto¬ 
matically the secret relationships existing between them, the 
poet must, as Mallarrne intimates, ‘give way to the initiative of 
the words’; he must allow himself to be borne along by the 
current of language, b}^ the spontaneous succession of images and 
visions, which implies that language is not only more poetic but 
also more philosophical than reason. Rousseau’s concept of a state 
of nature, which is allegedly better than civilization, and Burke’s 
idea of an organic historical development, which supposedly pro¬ 
duces more valuable things than reformism, arc the real sources 
of this mystical poetic tlieory, and they are still discernible in the 
Tolstoyan and Nietzschcan notion of the body that is wiser than 
the mind, and in the Bergsoiiian theory of the intuition that 
is deeper than the intellect. But this new mysticism of language, 
this ‘alchimie du verbe’, comes, like the whole hallucinatory 
interpretation of poetiy, immediately from Rimbaud. lie it was 
who made the statement that has had a decisive influence on the 
whole of modern literature, namely that the poet must become 
a seer and that it is his task to prepare himself for this by 
systematically weaning his vsenses from tlieir normal functions, 
by denaturalizing and dehumanizing them. The practice which 
Rimbaud recommended was not only i n accordance with the ideal 
of artificiality, that all the decadents had in mind as their ultimate 
ideal, but already^ contained the new element, namely that of 
deformity and grimace as a means of expression, that was to 
become so important for modern expressioriistic art. It was based 
in essentials on the feeling that the normal, spontaneous spiritual 
attitudes are artistically sterile and that the poet must overcome 
the natural man within himself, in order to discover the hidden 
meaning of things. 

Mallarrne was a Platonist, who regarded ordinary empirical 
reality as the corrupted form of an ideal, timeless, absolute being, 
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but who wanted to realize the world of ideas, at least partly, in 
the life of this world. He lived in the vacuum of his intellcctu- 
alism, completely cut off from ordinary practical life, and had 
almost no relationships at all with the world outside literature. 
He destroyed all spontaneity inside himself and became as it w'^erc 
the anonymous author of his wwks. No one ever followed Flau¬ 
bert’s example more faithfully. ‘Tout an monde existe pour 
aboutir a un livre’—^the master himself could not have put it 
more Flaubertishly. ‘A un livre’, Mallarrne says^ but what results 
is, in fact, hardly a book. He spends his whole life writing, re- 
WTiting and correcting a dozen sonnets, two dozoii shorter and 
about six larger poems, a dramatic scene and some theoretical 
fragments.234 He knew that his art W'as a blind alley leading 
nowhere,233 and that is why the theme of sterility takes up so 
much space in liis poetry .230 The life of the refined, cultured and 
clever Mallarme ended in just as dreadful a fiasco as Rimbaud’s 
vagabond existence. They both despaired of the moaning of art, 
culture and liurnan society, and it is difficult to say which of the 
two acted more consistently .237 Balzac proved himself a good 
propliet in his Chef-cVmwre inconni^ in estranging himself from 
life, the artist has become the destroyer of his own wwk. 

Flaubert liad already thought of WTiting a book without a 
subject, which would be pure form, pure style, mere ornament, 
and it was lie on wdiom the idea of ‘poesie pure’ first dawned. 
Perliaps Mallarme Avould jiot have literally made his owm the 
dictum that ‘a beautiful line without meaning is more valuable 
tlian a less beautiful wfUi meaning ’5 he did not actually believe 
in the renunciation of all intellectual content in poetry, but he 
demanded that the poet should renounce the rousing of emotions 
and passions and the use of extra-aesthetic, practical and rational 
motifs. The conception of ‘pure poetry’ can be considered, at 
least, the best summing-up of his views on the nature of art and 
the embodiment of the ideal he had in mind as a poet. Mallarrn^ 
began wTiting a poem without knowing exactly where the first 
line would lead; the poem arose as the crystallization of words 
and lines which combined almost of their own accord.238 The 
doctrine of ‘po^sie pure’ transposes the principle of this creative 
method into a theory of the receptive act, and lays down that for 
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a poetic experience to take place it is not absolutely necessary to 
know the whole poem, however shorty often one or two lines are 
sufficient, sometimes only a few verbal scraps, to produce in us 
the mood corresponding to the poem. In other words: to enjoy 
a poem, it is not necessary or it is, at any rate, not sufficient to 
grasp its rational meaning, indeed, it is, as folk poetry shows, not 
at all necessary that the poem itself should have an exact ^mean¬ 
ing’. The similarity of the mode of reception described here 
to the contemplation of an impressionistic painting from a 
suitable distance is obvious, but the conception of ‘pure poetry’ 
contains features which are not necessarily contained in that of 
impressionism. It represents the purest and most uncompromising 
form of aestheticism, and expresses the basic idea that a poetic 
world wholly independent of ordinary, practical, rational reality, 
an autonomous, self-contained aesthetic microcosm revolving 
around its own axis, is thoroughly possible. 

The aristocratic aloofness expressed in this estrangement and 
isolation of tlie poet from reality is still further intensified by the 
deliberate vagueness of expression and the intentional difficulty 
of the poetic thought. Mallarme is the heir of the ‘dark rhyming’ 
of the troubadours and the erudition of the humanist poets. He 
looks for the indefinite, the enigmatical, the obscure not only 
because he knows that the expression seems to be the more richly 
allusive the vaguer it is, but also because a poem must, in his 
opinion, ‘be something mysterious to which tlie reader has to 
search for the key’.2^® Catulle Mendfes expressly refers to this 
aristocratism of the poetic practice of Mallarme and his followers. 
To the question of Jules Huret as to whether he reproaches the 
symbolists for their obscurity, he replies; ‘By no means. Pure art 
is becoming more and more the possession of an dlite in this age 
of democracy, the possession of a bizarre, morbid and charming 
aristocracy. It is right that its level should be upheld and that it 
should be surrounded by a secret.’*-**^ From the discovery that 
rational understanding is not the characteristic mental approach 
to poetry Mallarme derives the conclusion that the basic feature 
of all great poetry is the incomprehensible and the incommensur¬ 
able. The artistic advantages of the elliptic mode of expression, 
of which he is thinking, are obvious^ by omitting certain links 
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in the chain of association a speed and intensity is achieved which 
is lost when the effects are developed slowly.®** Mallarme makes 
full use of these advantages and his poetry owes its attraction 
above all to the compression of the ideas and the leaps and bounds 
of the images. The reasons why he is difficult to understand are 
not, however, by any means always implicit in the artistic idea 
itself, but are often connected with quite arbitrary and playful 
linguistic manipulations.**® And this ambition to be difficult for 
the sake of difficulty reveals the poet’s very intention to isolate 
himself from the masses and restrict himself to as small a circle 
as possible. In spite of their apparent indifference to political 
affairs, the symbolists were essentially reactionary-minded; they 
were, as Barrfes remarks, the Boulangists of literature.*** The 
poetry of the present day, partly for the same reason as that of 
Mallarmd, seems esoteric and undemocratic and as if it were 
deliberately shutting itself off from the wider public, different as 
the political convictions of the individual poets are and much as 
we know that this difficulty is the result of a development that 
has been in preparation for a long time and which it is impossible 
for modern culture to circumvent. 

Since the Restoration, England had never been so strongly 
under French influence as in the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century. After a long period of prosperity, the British Empire 
now passes through an economic crisis, which develops into a 
crisis of the Victorian spirit itself. The ‘great depression’ begins 
around the middle of the ’seventies and scarcely lasts longer than 
a decade, but during this time the Enghsh middle class loses its 
former self-confidence. It begins to feel the economic competition 
of foreign, mostly younger nations, such as the Germans and the 
Americans, and finds itself involved in a fierce contest for the 
possession of the colonies. The direct effect of the new situation is 
the retrogression of the economic liberalism which the English 
middle class had hitherto regarded, in spite of all criticism, in the 
light of an irrefutable dogma.*** The decline in exports reduces 
production and depresses the standard of living of the working 
class. Unemployment increases, strikes multiply and the sociahst 
movement, which had come to a standstill after the revolutionary 
years in the middle of the century, now not only acquires new 

901 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 

strength, but becomes conscious for the first time in England of 
its real aims and power. This change has far-reaching con¬ 
sequences for the intellectual development of the country. The 
consciousness of confronting foreign countries capable of com¬ 
peting in the world market brings about the end of British 
isolationism^^® and prepares the ground for foreign intellectual 
influences. Amongst these that of French literature is of prime 
importance, the influence of the Russian novel, of Wagner, Ibsen 
and Nietzsche, supplements the stimuli coming from France. 
Much more important than the external influences, indeed, their 
real precondition, is the fact that, with the shaking of middle- 
class self-confidence and the belief in England’s divine mission 
in tlie w^orld, but above all with the new^ socialistic movement of 
the ’eighties, a renew^ed struggle Ibr individual freedom sets in 
and gives the whole intellectual development, the progressive 
literature and the w’ay of life of the younger gejieration the 
stamp of a fight for freedom. The intellectual disposition of the 
period shoAvs hardly a feature which is independent of this fight 
against tradition and convention, puritanism and philistinism, 
barren utilitarianism and sentimental romanticism. Youth fights 
the older generation for the possession and enjoyment of life. 
Modernism becomes the aesthetic and moral slogan of youth 
flvnocking at the door’ and demanding to be let in. Ibsen’s ideal 
of self-realization, the will to give expression to one’s own per¬ 
sonality and to obtain recognition for it, becomes the aim and 
content of life. And unclarified as what is understood by this 
‘self-realization’ usually remains, the moral security of the old 
bourgeois world collapses under the attack of the new generation. 
Until about 1875 youth confronts a generally speaking stable 
society, self-confident in its traditions and conventions and 
respected even by its opponents. Oxie feels not only with a Jane 
Austen but even with a George Eliot that they face a social order 
which, if not exactly ideal and to be accepted unconditionally, is, 
at any rate, by no means negligible or simply replaceable, whereas 
now all the norms of social life suddenly cease to be recognized 
as valid^ everything begins to w’^aver, to become problematical 
and open to discussion. 

The liberal tendency in the English literature and art of the 
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’eighties represents an unpolitical individualism, even though 
there is a close connection between the younger generation’s 
quest for self-realization and its fight against the old superindi¬ 
vidual forms and the new political and social situation. 7 Xhis 
younger generation is absolutely hostile to the bourgeoisie, but 
it is, on the whole, by no means democratic or even socialistic. 
Its sensualism and hedonism, its aim of enjoying life and becom¬ 
ing enraptured with it, of turning every hour of this life into an 
unforgettable and irreplaceable experience, often assumes an 
antisocial and a-moral character. The anti-philistine movement 
is not directed against the capitalistic, but against the dull, art- 
despising bourgeoisie. In England the whole movement of 
modernism is dominated by this hatred for the philistine which, 
incidentally, becomes a new mechanical convention. Most of the 
changes which impressionism undergoes in this country are also 
conditioned by it. In France, impressionist art and literature was 
not expressly anti-bourgeois in character $ the French had already 
finished with their fight against philistinism and the symbolists 
even felt a certain sympathy for the conservative middle class. 
The literature of decadence in England has, on the other hand, 
to undertake the work of undermining wliich had been carried 
out in France partly by the romantics, partly by the naturalists. 
The most striking feature of the English literature of the period, 
in contrast to the French, is the proneness to paradox, to a sur¬ 
prising, bizarre, deliberately shocking mode of expression, to an 
intellectual smartness, the coquettish complacency and utter lack 
of concern for truth of which seems in such bad taste today. It is 
obvious that this fondness for paradox is nothing but the spirit 
of contradiction and has its real origin in the desire to ^epater le 
bourgeois’. 

All the peculiarities and mannerisms of language, thought, 
clothing and way of life of the rebels are to be regarded as a 
protest against the outlook of the dull, unimaginative, menda¬ 
cious and hypocritical philistine. Their extravagant dandyism 
is as much a protest as the colourful language in which all the 
treasures of the impressionistic style are paraded. The English 
decadent movement has been rightly described as a fusion of 
Mayfair and Bohemia. In England we find neither a bohemianism 
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as absolute as the French, nor such uncompromising, unapproach¬ 
able ivory-tower existences as that of Mallarm^. The English 
middle class still has sufficient vigour to absorb them or to 
segregate them. Oscar Wilde is a successful bourgeois WTiter, so 
long as he seems endurable to the ruling class, but as soon as he 
begins to disgust them, he is mercilessly ‘liquidated’. In England 
the dandy takes the place of the bohemian to some extent, just 
as he was already his counterpart in France. He is the bourgeois 
intellectual taken out of his proper class into a higher one, whilst 
the bohemian is the artist who has sunk down to the proletariat. 
The fastidious elegance and extravagance of the dandy fulfils 
the same function as the depravation and dissipation of the 
bohemians. They embody the same protest against the routine 
and triviality of bourgeois life, the only difference being that the 
English resign themselves to the sunflower in the buttonhole 
more easily than to the open neck. It is a well-known fact that 
the prototypes of Musset, Gautier, Baudelaire and Barbey d’Aure- 
villy were already Englishmen^ Whistler, Wilde and Beardsley, 
on the other hand, take over the philosophy of dandyism from 
the French. For Baudelaire, the dandy is the living indictment 
of a standardizing democracy. He unites within liimself all the 
gentlemanly virtues that are still possible todays he is a match 
for every situation and is never astonished at anything; he never 
becomes vulgar and always preserves the cool smile of the stoic. 
Dandyism is the last revelation of heroism in an age of decadence, 
a sunset, a last radiant beam of human pride.The elegance 
of dress, the fastidiousness of manners, the mental austerity, are 
only the external discipline which the members of this higher 
order impose upon themselves in the trite world of today; what 
really matters is the inward superiority and independence, the 
practical aimlessness and disinterestedness of life and action.*^® 
Baudelaire places the dandy above the artist;®^® for the latter is 
still capable of enthusiasm, still strives, still works—is still ban¬ 
ausic in the ancient meaning of the word. The cruelty of Balzac’s 
vision is here surpassed: the artist not only destroys his work, he 
also destroys his claim to fame and honour. When Oscar Wilde 
ranks the work of art that he intends to make out of his life, the 
art with which he shapes his conversations, relationships and 
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habits, above his literary works, he has BaudeIaire^s dandy in 
mind—the ideal of an absolutely useless, purposeless and un¬ 
motivated existence. 

But how complacent and coquettish this forgoing of the 
artist’s honour and fame is, is shown by the strange combination 
of dilettantism and aestheticism which typifies the English decad¬ 
ents. Art had really never been taken so seriously before as it was 
now; never had so much trouble been taken to write skilfully 
chiselled lines, a flawless prose, perfectly articulated and balanced 
sentences. Never had ‘beauty’, the decorative element, the 
elegant, the exquisite and the costly played a greater role in 
art; never had it been practised with so much preciosity and 
virtuosity. If painting was the model for poetry in France, then 
it was the goldsmith’s art in England. It is not for nothing that 
Wilde speaks so enthusiastically of Huysrnans’ ‘jewelled style’. 
Colours like the ‘jade-green piles of vegetables’ in Covent Garden 
are his personal contribution to the inheritance of the French. 
G. K. Chesterton remarks somewhere that the scheme of the 
Shavian paradox consists in the author saying ‘light-green grapes’ 
instead of ‘white grapes’. Wilde, who, in spite of all the differ¬ 
ences, has so much in common with Shaw, also bases his meta¬ 
phors on the most obvious and trivial details, and it is precisely 
this combination of the trivial and the exquisite which is so 
characteristic of his style. It is as if he were trying to say that 
there is beauty in even the most commonplace reality, as he had 
learnt from Walter Pater. ‘Not the fruit of experience, but 
experience itself, is the end ... to maintain this ecstasy, is 
success in life,’ as we read in the Conclusion of The Renaissance^ 
and these sentences contain the whole programme of the aesthetic 
movement. Walter Pater completes the trend which begins with 
Ruskin and is continued in William Morris, but he is no longer 
interested in his predecessors’ social aims; his only aim is hedon¬ 
istic: the heightening of the intensity of the aesthetic experience. 
With him impressionism is no more than a form of epicureanism. 
Since ‘everything is in flux’ in the Heraclitean sense, and life 
roars past us with uncanny speed, there is only one truth for us 
—^that of the moment—and only so much delight and pleasure as 
we can wiest from the moment. All we can do is not to let a 
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moment pass without enjoying its own peculiar charm, its inner 
power and beauty.—One realizes best liow far the aesthetic move¬ 
ment in England departed from French impressionism, if one 
thinks of such a phenomenon as Beardsley. It is impossible to 
imagine a more Miterary’ art than his, or one in which psychology, 
the intellectual motif and the anecdote play a greater role. Tlie 
most essential element of his style is the merely ornamental cal¬ 
ligraphy that the Frencli masters tried so painfully to avoid. And 
this calligrapliy is the starting point of the whole development 
which leads to the fashionable illustrators and stage decorators so 
beloved by the semi-educated and well-placed bouigeoisie. 

The intellect ualisin which, in spite of the strong intuitionistic 
current, forms the predominant trend in French literature, also 
represents the main characteristic of the new^ literature in Eng¬ 
land. Wilde not only accepts Matthew'^ Arnold’s view that it is the 
critic who dotei'inines the intellectual climate of a century, 
and not only asvsents to Baudelaire’s statement that every genuine 
artist must also be a critic, he even places the critic above the 
artist and tends to look at the wwld through the eyes of tlie 
critic. This explains the fact that his art, like that of Ids con- 
teiTiporaries, usually seems so dilettante. Rverytliing they ])ro- 
duce seems like the virtuoso playing of very gifted people Avho 
are not, however, profevssional artists. But that was, if one may 
believe tliem, precisely the impression they wanted to create. 
Meredith and Henry .lames move on the foundations of the same 
intellectualism, though on a much higher level. If there is a 
tradition in the English novel connecting George Eliot and Heniy 
James ,2 then it lies without any doubt in this intellectualism. 
From a sociological point of view^, a new phase in the liistory of 
English literature began with George Eliot—^the rise of a new 
and more exacting reading public. But, althougli she represented 
an intellectual stratum high above the Dickens public, it was still 
possible for comparatively large sections of the public to enjoy 
George Eliot, whereas Meredith and Henry James are read only 
by a quite small stratum of the intelligentsia, the members of 
wliich no longer expect a novel to provide them with a thrilling 
plot and colourful characters, as did the public of Dickens and 
George Eliot, but above all with a faultless style and mature, 
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discriminating!; judgornents on life. What is usually sheer man¬ 
nerism in Meredith is often a real intellectual obsession in Henry 
James, but both are the representatives of an art whose relations 
with reality are often rather abstract, and wliose figures seem 
to move in a vacuum compared with the world of Stendhal, 
Balzac, Flaubert, Tolstoy and Dostoevsky. 

Towards the end of the century impressionism becomes the 
predominant style throughout Europe. From now onwards a 
poetry of moods, of atmospherical impressions, of the declining 
seasons of the year and the fugitive hours of the day is to be 
found everywhere. Peoj)le spend tlieij* time puzzling over lyrics 
which express lleeting, scarcely palpable sensations, indefinite, 
indehliable sensual stimuli, delicate colours and tired voices. Tlie 
undecided, the vague, that which moves on the nethermost 
boundai'ies of sensual j^erception, becomes the main theme of 
poetry^ it is, however, not objective reality with which the poets 
are concerned, but their emotions about their own sensitiveness 
and ca])acity for experience. This unsubstantial art of moods and 
atmosphere now dominates all forms of literature^ they are all 
transformed into lyricism, into imagery and music, into timbres 
and nuances. The story is reduced to mere situations, the plot 
to lyrical scenes, the character drawing to the description of 
spiritual dispositions and trends. Everything becomes episodical, 
peripheral to a life without a centre. 

In literature outside France the impressionistic features of the 
exposition, are more strongly marked than the vSyrnbolistic. With 
only French literature in mind, one is easily tempted to identify 
impressionism with symbolism.'^®® Thus even Victor Hugo called 
the young Mallarme ‘mon cher pofete impressioniste’. But the 
differences are unmistakable on closer examination 5 impres¬ 
sionism is materialistic and sensualistic, however delicate its 
motifs, whereas symbolism is idealistic and spiritualistic, although 
its world of ideas is only a sublimated world of the senses. But the 
most fundamental difference is that whilst French syml)olism, to 
which must also be added, above all, Belgian symbolism, together 
with its offshoots, that is to say, Bergson’s vitalism, on the one 
hand, and the Catholicism and royalism of the Action frangaise^ 
on the other, represents a tendency which is always about to turn 
S.H.A.— 2 907 D D— 2 
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into activism, the impressionism of the Viennese, the Germans, 
the Italians and the Russians, witli Schnitzler, Hofmannsthal, 
Rilke, D’Annunzio and Chekhov as the leading personalities, 
expresses a philosophy of passivity, of complete surrender to the 
immediate environment and of unresisting absorption in the 
passing moment. But how deep the relations between impres¬ 
sionism and symbolism are, how easily the irrational factor gets 
the upj)er hand in both, and passivity turns into activism, is 
shown by the development of such poets as Stefan George and 
D’Annunzio. One would be quite prepared to connect the latter’s 
lapses into bad taste, his chronic intoxication witli life and his 
sumptuous verbal draperies with his fascist inclinations, if in 
Banes and Stefan George the same political tendency were not 
connected with taste and literary manners of such greater quality. 

The Viennese re])resent the purest form of tlie impressionism 
w'hicli forgoes all resistance to the stream of experience. Perhaps 
it is the ancient and tired culture of this city, the* lack of all active 
national politics and tlie great part played in literary life by 
foreigners, especially Jews, which gives Vienn(\se impressionism 
its peculiarly subtle and passive chciracter. This is the art of the 
sons of rich bourgeois, the expression of tlie joyless hedonism of 
that ‘second generation’ wdiich lives on the fruits of its fathers’ 
w’^ork. They arc nervous and melancholy, tired and aimless, 
sceptical and ironical about themselves, tliese poets of exquisite 
moods which evaporate in a trice and leave nothing behind but 
the feeling of evanescence, of having missed one’s opportunities, 
and the consciousness of being unfit for life. The latent content 
of every kind of impressionism, the coincidence of the near and 
far, the strangeness of the nearest, most everyday tilings, tlie 
feeling of being for ever separated from the world, here becomes 
the basic experience. 

Wie kann das sein, dass diese nahen Tage 
fort sind, fuer irnmer fort und ganz vergangen? 

(How can it be that these recent days 

are gone, gone for ever and completely lost?) 

asks Hofmannsthal, and this question contains almost all the 
others: the horror at the ‘here and now, that is, at the same time, 
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the beyond’, the amazement at the fact that ^these things are 
different and the words we use different again’, the consternation 
over the fact that ‘all men go their own ways’ and, finally, the 
last great question: ‘When a man has passed on, he takes a secret 
with him: how it was possible for him, just him—to live in the 
spiritual sense of tlie word.’ If one thinks of Balzac’s ‘Nous 
rnourons tous inconnus’, one sees how consistently the European 
outlook on life has developed since 1830. This outlook has one 
constant, always predominant and ever more profoundly rooted 
characteristic: the consciousness of estrangement and loneliness. 
It may sink down to the feeling of absolute god- and world-for¬ 
sakenness or rise, in the moment of exuberance, which is often 
that of the greatest despair, to the idea of superhumanity; the 
superman feels just as lonely and unhappy in tlie rarified air of 
his mountain heights as the aesthete in his ivory tower. 

The most curious phenomenon in the history of impressionism 
in Europe is its adoption by Russia and the emergence of a writer 
like Chekhov, who can be described as the purest representative 
of the whole movement. Nothing is more surprising than to meet 
such a personality in a country that not long before has lived in 
tlie intellectual atmosphere of the enlightenment and to which 
that aestheticism and decadentism which accompany the rise of 
impressionism in the West had been completely foreign. But in 
a technical century like the nineteenth, the spread of ideas pro¬ 
ceeds rapidly and the adoption of the industrial forms of economy 
now creates conditions in Russia which lead to the rise of a social 
structure corresponding to that of the Western intelligentsia and 
of an outlook on life similar to that of ennui ,Gorky understood 
from the very beginning the decisive role that Chekhov was to 
play in Russian literature; he saw that with him a whole epoch 
had come to an end and that his style had an attraction for the 
new generation which they could no longer forgo. ‘Do you know 
what you are doing?’ he writes to him in 1900. ‘You are slaying 
realism. . . . After any of your stories, liowever insignificant, 
everything appears crude, as if written not by a pen but by a 
cudgel.’*®® 

As the apologist of inefficiency and failure, it is true that 
Chekhov has his predecessors in Dostoevsky and Turgenev, but 
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they had not yet regarded lack of success and loneliries.^ as t)ie 
inevitable fate of the best. Chekhov’s philosophy is tlie fir-si. to 
hinge on tlie experience of the unapproaclicible isoJatioji of /jkmj, 
their inability to bridge the last gap tliat divides them, or, even 
if they do sometimes succeed in doing that, to persist in an 
intimate nearness to one another, which is so typical of tlie whole 
of iinpressionisin. Chekhov’s characters are filled with the feeling 
of absolute helplessness and hopelessness, of the incurable crip¬ 
pling of the will-power, on tlie one hand, and on the fruitlessness 
of all effort, on the other. This philosophy of passivity and 
indolence, this feeling that nothing in life reaches an end and a 
goal, lias considerable formal consequences^ it leads to stress being 
laid on the episodical nature and irrelevance of all external 
happenings, it brings about a renunciation of all formal organiza¬ 
tion, all concentration and integration, and prefers to express 
itself in an ex-centric form of composition in which the given 
framework is neglected and violated. Just as Degas moves im¬ 
portant parts of the representation to the edge of the picture, and 
makes the frame overlap them, Chekhov ends his short stories 
and plays with an anacrusis, in order to arouse the impression of 
the incoiiclusiveness, abruptness and casual, arbitrary ending of 
the works. He follow's a formal princijile that is in ev(?ry i*espect 
opposed to ‘frontality’, one in which evervthing is aimed at giv¬ 
ing the representation tlie character of something overheard by 
chance, intimated by cliance, something that has occurred by 
chance. 

The feeling of the senselessness, insignificance and frag¬ 
mentariness of external happenings leads in the drama to the 
reduction of tlie plot to an indispensable minimum and to the 
forgoing of the effects wdiich were so characteristic of the ‘pibee 
bien faite’. The effective stage drama owes its success fundament¬ 
ally to the principles of classical form: to the uniformity, con¬ 
clusiveness and well-proportioned arrangement of the plot. The 
poetic drama, that is, both the symbolical drama of Maeterlinck 
and the impressionistic drama of Chekhov, renounces these 
structural expedients in the interest of direct lyrical expression. 
Chekhov’s dramatic form is perhaps the least theatrical in the 
whole history of the drama—a form in which ‘coups de thb4tre’, 

910 



IMPRESSIONISM 


the stage effects of surprise and tension, play the smallest role. 
There is no drama in which less happens, in which there is less 
dramatic movement, less dramatic conflict. The characters do not 
fight, do not defend themselves, are not defeated—they simply 
go under, founder slowly, are swallowed up by the routine of 
their eventless, hopeless lives. They endure their fate with 
patience, a fate that is consummated not in the form of catas¬ 
trophes, but of disappointments. 

Ever since the existence of this kind of play without action 
and without movements, doubts have been exj>resse(l as to its 
raison (Tetre and tlie question has been raised whether it is real 
di'ama and real tlieatre at all, that is to say, wJietlioj- it will prove 
capable of surviving on tlie stage. 

The ^pi6ce bien faite’ was still a drama in the old sense which, 
although it had indeed assimilated certain elements of naturalism, 
still kept on the whole both to the technical conventions and 
heroic ideal of the classical and romantic drama. It is not until tlie 
’eiglities that naturalism conquei's the stage, that is, at a time 
when natui'alisrn in tlie novel is already on the decline. Henri 
Becque’s hes Corbeaux^ the first naturalistic drama, is written in 
the year 1882, and Antoine’s ‘Theatre libre’, the first naturalistic 
theatre, is founded in 1887. To begin with, the bourgeois public’s 
altitude is absolutely negative, although Henri Becque and his 
direct successors merely turn to good account for tlie stage what 
Balzac and Flaubert had long since made common literary pro¬ 
perty. The naturalistic drama in the narrower sense comes into 
being outside France, in the Scandinavian countries, in Germany 
and Russia. TJio public gradually accepts its conventions and, as 
far as the plays of Ibsen, Brieux and Shaw are concerned, merely 
protests against the immoderately aggrcjssive attacks on bourgeois 
moj’ality. Finally, however, even the anti-bourgeois drama con¬ 
quers the bourgeois public and even Gerhart Hauptmann’s 
socialistic drama celebrates its earliest and greatest triumphs in 
the bourgeois West End of Berlin. The naturalistic theatre is 
merely the patli leading to the intimate theatre, to the psycho¬ 
logical differentiation of the dramatic cojiflict and to a more im¬ 
mediate contact between the stage and the public. It is true that 
the all too obvious expedients of vStagecraft, the complicated 
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intrigue and the artificial tension, the delays and surprises, the 
great scenes of coiiflict and the violent curtains, are held in honour 
for a longer period than the corresponding expedients in the 
novel, but they suddenly begin to seem ridiculous and have to 
be replaced or concealed by more subtle effects. Without the con¬ 
quest of comparatively large sections of the public, the naturalistic 
drama would never have become a reality in the history of tlie 
theatre^ for a volume of lyrical poetry can appear in a few hun¬ 
dred, a novel in one or two thousand copies, but a play must be 
seen by tens of thousands to pay. The new naturalistic drama had 
long since proved itself capable of surviving from tliis point of 
view, at a time wlien the critics and aesthetic theorists were still 
racking their brains about its admissibility. They found it im¬ 
possible to emancipate themselves from the classicistic conception 
of the drama and even the most reasonable and tliose with the 
greatest taste for ai*t among them considered the naturalistic 
theatre a ‘contradiction in terms’.They found it impossible, 
in particular, to disregard the fact that the economy of the 
classical drama was being neglected, that unconstrained, free-and- 
easy conversation was being carried on on tlie stage, problems 
discussed, experiences described, no end of subjects thrashed out, 
as if the time of performance were unlimited and the play had 
never to come to an end. They criticized the naturalistic drama 
for not having arisexi ‘from a consideration of destiny, character 
and action, but from a detailed reproduction of reality’^^s? 
fact, nothing had happened, however, except that reality itself, 
witli its concrete limitations, was felt to be heavy with destiny, 
and that ‘characters’ were no longer interpreted as clear-cut stage 
puppets, but as many-sided, complicated, inconsistent arid, in the 
old sense of the word, ‘unprincipled’ people, wlio, as Strindberg 
explained in the Preface to Miss Julia in 1888, Avere the product 
of particular situations, of heredity, of the milieu, of education, 
of natural disposition, of the influences of place, season and 
chance, and whose decisions were conditioned not by a single but 
by a whole series of motives. 

The preponderance in the drama of inwardness, mood, atmo¬ 
sphere and lyricism over the plot is, incidentally, the result of the 
same progressive elimination of the story element as in im- 
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pressionist painting. The whole art of the period shows a tendency 
to the psychological and the lyrical, and the escape from the 
story, the replacement of external by internal movement, of the 
plot by a philosophy and interpretation of life, can be described 
as the really basic characteristic of tVie new trend in art which is 
everywhere coming to the fore. But whilst anecdotal painting 
had found hardly any advocates amongst the art critics, the 
dramatic critics protested most emphatically against the neglect 
of the plot in the drama. They speak, especially in Germany, of a 
fateful separation of the drama from the theatre, of the decisive 
role played by suitability for the stage in theatrical experience, 
of the mass character of this experience and the fundamental 
absurdity of the intimate theatre. The motives inspiring the 
opposition to the naturalistic drama were of many kinds; the 
reactionary political tendency did not always play the chief part 
and often found expression only in a roundabout way; of more 
decisive importance was the toying with the idea of the ‘monu¬ 
mental theatre’, which was played off, again above all in Ger¬ 
many, against the intimate theatre, that is to say, against the 
really topical form of theatre, and the ambition to create a theatre 
for the masses which certainly existed, but did not constitute a 
theatre public. It was typical of the w hole confusion of ideas that 
the classicism of the old aristocracy and bourgeoisie was alleged 
to be the style suitable for tlie future people’s theatre as against 
the naturalism rooted in the democratic outlook on life. 

The most serious reproach levelled against the new drama 
w^as on account of the determinism and relativism which are in¬ 
separable from the naturalistic outlook. It was pointed out that 
wliere internal and external freedom, absolute values and objec¬ 
tive, universally acknowledged, unquestionable moral laws are 
non-existent, no real, that is, no tragic drama is possible either. 
The determinism of moral norms and the appreciation of anti¬ 
thetical moral points of view made a real dramatic conflict im¬ 
possible from the very outset, so it was said. When one can 
understand and forgive everything, then the hero fighting at the 
risk of his life must ultimately seem like a stubborn fool, the 
conflict must lose its inevitability and the drama acquire a tragi¬ 
comic and pathological character. The whole train of thought 
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te6ms with confusion of ideas, with pseudo-prohlerns (lud 
sophisms. First of all, the tragic drama is here identified with tlio 
drama as such or, at any rate, repres(Milod as its ideal fonn, a 
preconception which is in itself very relative, because JiistoricaJIy 
and sociologically conditioned. In reality, not only tlie iioii-tragic, 
but also the drama without a clear-cut conflict is a legitimate 
form of theatre, which is, therefore, peifoctly compatible witli 
a relativisitic outlook on life. But even if one considers conflict 
an indispensable element of the drama, it is difficult to see wliy 
shattering conflicts sliould take place only when absolute values 
are at stake. Is it not just as shattering when men are fighting for 
their ideologically conditioned moral principles? And even if their 
struggle were necessarily tragi-comic, is not tragi-comedy one 
of the strongest dramatic effects in an age of rationalism and 
relativism? But tlie presupposition of the wliole argument, 
tliat is to say, the assumption that lack of freedom and moral 
relativism make tragedy impossible, is open to question. It is by 
no means an established fact that only absolutely I’ree, socially 
independent people, kings and generals, for instance, are the 
most suitable heroes in tragedy. Is not the fate of ilebbel’s 
Meister Anton, Ibsen’s (iregers Werlc, Hauptmann’s Fuhrmann 
llenschel, tragic? Even if one admits without qualilication that 
tragic and sad are not one and the same thing. It woidd be 
^undemocratic’, to say the least, to maintaiji with Schiller that 
there can be nothing tragic about the theft of silver spoons. 
Whether a situation is tragic or not depends solely on the measure 
of power with which irreconcilable moral principles are found in 
a human soul. For a tragic impression to be made, it is not even 
necessary that a public tliat believes in absolute values should 
see these questioned, and even less so with a public that has lost 
the belief in such values. 

The central figure in the history of tlie modern drama is 
Ibsen, not merely because he is the greatest theatrical talent of 
the century, but also because he gives the most intense dramatic 
expression to the moral problems of his age. His settlement of 
accounts with aestheticism, the crucial problem of his generation, 
marks the beginning and the end of his artistic development. He 
writes to Bjornson as early as 1865; ‘If 1 were to tell at this 
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moment what has been the chief result of my stay abroad, I 
should say that it consisted in my having driven out of myself the 
aestheticism which had a great power over me—an isolated 
aestheticism with a claim to independent existence. Aestheticism 
of this kind seems to me now as great a curse to poetry as theo¬ 
logy is to religion.’26® To all appearances, Ibsen achieves his 
mastery of this problem under the influence of Kierkegaard, who 
may have played a very important role in his development, even 
though, as he himself admits, he did not understand much of 
the philosopher’s teaching.^®® Kierkegaard, with his categorical 
‘Either-Or’, will have given the decisive impulse to the develop¬ 
ment of Ibsen’s moral austerity.^®! Ibsen’s ethical passion, the 
consciousness of having to choose and decide for oneself, his con¬ 
ception of art as ‘passing sentence on oneself’, all that has its roots 
in Kierkegaardian ideas. It has often been observed that Brand’s 
‘All or Nothing’ corresponds to Kierkegaard’s ‘Either-Or’, but 
Ibsen owes moi*e than that to the uncompromisingness of his 
teacher—he owes him his whole unromantic and totally un- 
aesthetic concept of the ethical attitude. The short-sightedness of 
the romantics consisted above all in the fact that they saw all the 
things of the mind in terms of aesthetics and that all values had 
a more or less genius-like character in their eyes. Kierkegaard 
was the first to emphasize, in opposition to romanticism, that 
religious and ethical experience has nothing to do with beauty 
and genius, and that a religious martyr is absolutely different 
from a poet or philosopher. Apart from him, there was no one in 
the post-romantic West who had grasped the limitations of the 
aesthetic and who would have been capable of influencing Ibsen 
in this direction. How far Ibsen was otherwise influenced by 
Kierkegaard in his criticism of romanticism is hard to say. The 
unreality of romanticism represented a general problem of the 
age and he certainly did not need a particular stimulus to set him 
grappling with it. The whole of French naturalism hinged on the 
conflict between the ideal and reality, between poetry and truth, 
poetry and prose, and all the important thinkers of the century 
recognized the lack of a sense of reality as the curse of modern 
culture. In this respect Ibsen merely continued the struggle of his 
predecessors and stood at the end of a long succession in which the 
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opponents of romanticism were united. The fatal blow which he 
struck at the enemy consisted in liis exposure of the tragi-comedy 
of romantic idealism. It is true tliat there had been nothing 
absolutely new about that since the appearance of Don Quixote^ 
but Cervantes had still treated his hero with a good deal of 
syiiipatliy and forbearance, whereas Ibsen completely destroys 
his Brand, Peer Gynt and Gregers Wei le. The ‘ideal demands’ of 
liis romantics are revealed as pure egoism, the harshness of which 
is scarcely mitigated by tlie artlessness of the egoists themselves. 
Don Quixote asserted his ideals above all against his own interests, 
whereas Ibsen’s idealists are merely distinguished by their in¬ 
tolerance towards others. 

Ibsen owed his European fame to the social message of his 
plays, which was reducible, in the final analysis, to a single idea, 
the duty of the individual towards himself, the task of self- 
realization, the enforcement of one’s own nature against the 
narrow-minded, stupid and out-of-date conventions of bourgeois 
society. It was his gospel of individualism, his glorification of the 
sovereign pen'sonality and his apotheosis of the creative lile, that 
is, once again a more or less romantic ideal, that made the deepest 
impression on the younger generation, and that was not only 
akin to Nietzsche’s ideal of the superman and Bergson’s vitalism, 
but also found an echo in Shaw’s idea of the ‘life-force’. Ibsen 
was fundamentally an anarchistic individualist, who regarded 
personal freedom as life’s supreme value, and based his whole 
thought on the idea that the free individual, independent of all 
external ties, can do very much for liirnself, whereas vsociety can 
do very little for him. His idea of self-realization had in itself a 
very far-reaching social significance, but the ‘social problem’ as 
such hardly worried him at all. ‘I have really jiever had a stiong 
feeling for solidarity,’ he writes to Braudes in 1871."®“ His 
thinking revolved around private ethical problems; society itself 
was for him merely tlie expr€?ssion of the principle of evil. He 
saw in it nothing but the rule of stupidity, of prejudice and force. 
Finally, he attained that aristocratically conservative master 
morality, to which he gave the clearest expression in Rosrners- 
holm. In Europe he w^as regarded, as a result of his modern¬ 
ism, his anti-philistinism and his embittered struggle against all 
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conventions, as a thoroughly progressive mind, but in his own 
country, where his political views were seen in a more adequate 
context, he was considered, in contrast to Bjdrnson the radical, 
the great conservative writer. Outside Norway, however, his 
historical importance was assessed more accurately. There he Avas 
looked upon as one of the few representative personalities of the 
age—if not the only one who could be compared with Tolstoy. 
He too, like Tolstoy himself, owed his repiJtation and influence 
not so much to his literary work, as to his activity as a teacher and 
an agitator. He was honoured, above all, as the great moral 
preacher, the passionate accuser and the fearless champion of the 
truth, for whom the stage was merely the means to a higher end. 
But Ibsen had nothing positive to say to his contemporaries as a 
politician. His whole outlook on life was shot through with a 
profound contradiction: he fought against conventional morality, 
bourgeois prejudices and the prevailing society on behalf of an 
idea of freedom in the realizability of wdiich he himself did not 
believe. He was a crusader without a faith, a revolutionary with¬ 
out a social ideal, a reformer who finally turned out to be a sad 
fatalist. 

In the end he stopped precisely at the point where Balzac’s 
Frenhofer or Rimbaud and Mallarme had stopped. Rubek, the 
hero of his last play, the purest embodiment of his idea of the 
artist, disowns his work ajid feels what more or less every artist 
had felt since the romantic movement, that he had lost life itself 
by living only for art. summer night on the Vidda! With thee! 
With thee! Alt, Irene, that could have been our life!’ This ex¬ 
clamation contains a judgement on the whole of modern art. 
From the apotheosis of the ‘summer nights’ of life there has 
developed an unsatisfying substitute and an opiate, which blunts 
the senses and makes men incapable of enjoying life itself. 

Shaw is Ibsen’s only real disciple and successor—the only one 
to continue the fight against romanticism effectively and to 
deepen the great European discussion of the century. The un¬ 
masking of the romantic hero, the shattering of the belief in the 
great, theatrical and tragic gesture, is consummated by him. 
Everything purely decorative, grandiosely heroic, sublime and 
idealistic becomes suspectj all sentimentality and refusal to face 
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reality is revealed as hiimbug and fraud. The psychology of self- 
deception is the source of his art and he is not merely one of the 
bravest and most uncompromising, but also one of the most 
buoyant and amusing unmaskers of the self-deceivers. He can in 
no way deny his descent from the enlightenment, the origin of 
his whole legend-destroying and fiction-revealing thought, but 
through his philosophy of history, which has its roots in historical 
materialism, he is at the same time the most progressive and 
the most modern writer of his generation. He shows that the 
angle from which people sc'e the world and themselves, the lies 
that they proclaim as the truth or allow to prevail as such and for 
which they are in certain circumstances capable of doing any¬ 
thing, are ideologically conditioned, that is, by economic interests 
and social aspirations. The worst thing is not that they think 
irrationally—they often think only too rationally—but tliat tliey 
have no sense of reality, that they refuse to admit facts as facts. 
Hence it is realism and not rationalism that is the object of 
Shaw’s striving, and the will, not the reason, that is the faculte 
mattresse of his heroes.-®'** That also partly explains why he 
became a dramatist and found the most adequate medium for his 
ideas in the most dynamic literary genre. 

Shaw would not liave been the perfect representative of his 
age, if he had not shared its intellectualism. In spite of t he vSlir- 
ririg dramatic life that pulses in them, in spite of their effective¬ 
ness on the stage, which often reminds us of the ^pi^jce bien 
faite’, and their somewhat crude melodrarnatics, his plays have 
an essentially intellectualistic character^ they are plays of ideas 
to an even higher degree than the plays of Ibsen. T'he hero’s 
self-recollection and the intellectual tussles between the dramatis 
personae are not peculiar to the modern drama^ the dramatic 
conflict demands rather, if it is to achieve an appropriate inten¬ 
sity and significance, the full consciousness in the persons in¬ 
volved in the struggle of what is happening to them. No really 
dramatic, above all no tragic, effect is possible without this intel¬ 
lectuality of the characters. Shakespeare’s most artless and im¬ 
pulsive heroes becomes geniuses in the moment in which their 
fate is to be decided. The ^dramatic debates’, as Shaw’s plays have 
been called, seemed indigestible merely because they were pre- 
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ceded by the meagre intellectual diet of the successful plays of 
entertainment of the time, so that the critics and the public first 
had to get used to the new fare. Shaw kept more strictly to the 
intellectual quality of the dramatic dialogue than his predecessors, 
but, surely, no public was more fitted to find pleasure in such an 
offering than the theatre-goers at the turn of tlie century. And 
they enjoyed, in fact, without the slightest restraint even the 
most daring intellectual acrobatics presented to them, as soon as 
they were convinced that Shaw’s attacks on bourgeois society 
were nothing like so dangerous as they seemed, and, above all, 
that he had no desire to take their money from them. In tlie end, 
it turned out that he felt fundamentally at one with the bour¬ 
geoisie, and that he was merely the mouthpiece of that self- 
criticism that had always been part of the intellectual make-up 
of this class. 

'rhe psychology which determines the direction of the outlook 
on life at the turn of the century is a ^psychology of exposure’. 
Both Nietzsche and Freud start out from the assumption that the 
manifest life of the mind, that is to say, what men know or 
pretend to know about the motives of their behaviour, is often 
merely a concealment and distortion of the real motives of their 
feelings and actions. Nietzsche attributes the fact of this falsifica¬ 
tion to the decadence that has been discernible since the advent 
of Christianity and to the attempt to represent the weakness and 
resentments of degenerate humanity as ethical values, as altru¬ 
istic and ascetic ideals. Freud interprets the phenomenon of self- 
deception, which Nietzsche exposes with the aid of his historical 
criticism of civilization, through individual psychological analysis, 
and establivshes that the unconscious stands behind human con¬ 
sciousness as the real motor of human attitudes and actions, and 
that all conscious thinking is only the more or less transparent 
cloak masking the instincts which form the content of the 
unconscious. Now, whatever Nietzsche and Freud knew and 
thought of Marx, when they were developing their theories, they 
followed the same technique of analysis in their revelations as 
had first been used in historical materialism. Marx also empha¬ 
sizes that human consciousness is distorted and corrupt and that 
it sees the world from a false angle. The concept of Tationaliza- 
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tion’ in psycho-analysis corresponds exactly to what Marx and 
Engels understand by the formation of ideology and Tals(' con. 
sciousness’. Engels^*^ and Jones^ss define tlie two concepts in Uie 
same sense. Men not only act, they also motivate and justify tlieir 
actions in accordance with their particular, sociologically or 
psychologically determined approach. Marx is the first to j^oint: 
out that, driven by tlieir class interests, they not only conunii 
isolated mistakes, falsifications and mystifications, but that ihfdr 
whole thinking and their whole world-view is crooked and ialse, 
and that tliey cannot see and judge except in accordance w ith the 
presuppositions contained in the facts of their economic and 
social circumstances. The doctrine on whicli he bases his 
wdiole philosophy of history is that in a society differentiated 
and riven by class distinctions, correct thinking is impossible 
fi'om the very outset.®®® The recognition that it is chiefly a 
matter of self-deception, and that the separate individuals are 
by no means always aw^are of the motives conditioning tlieir 
actions, was of basic importance for the further development of 
psycholog)^ 

But historical materialism with its technique of exposure was 
itself a product of that bourgeois-capitalistic outlook on life the 
background of which Marx wanted to expose. Before economics 
had achieved its primacy in the life of Western man, such a 
theory- would have been unthinkable. The decisive experience of 
the post-romantic age was the dialectic of everything that comes 
to pass, the antithetical nature of being and consciousness, the 
ambivalence of feelings and intellectual relatioiisliips. The basic 
principle of the new technique of analysis was the suspicion that 
behind all the manifest world is hidden a latent world, behind all 
consciousness an unconscious and behind all apparent uniformity 
a conflict. In view of the commonness of this approach, it was by 
no means necessary for all the individual thinkers and scholars to 
be conscious of their dependence on the method of historical 
materialism; the idea of the unmasking technique of thought and 
tlie psychology of exposure was part of the property of the 
century and Nietzsche was not so much dependent on Marx, 
Freud not so much on Nietzsche, as all were dependent on the 
general atmosphere of crisis which marked the whole age. They 
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discovered, each in his own way, that the self-determination of 
the mind was a fiction and that we are the slaves of a power 
working inside us and often against us. The doctrine of historical 
materialism was, like later that of psycho-analysis, though witli 
a more optimistic upshot, the expression of a frame of mind 
n which the Western world had lost its exuberant belief in 
itself. 

Even the most rationalistic and self-conscious thinkers by no 
means alw^ays take the ultimate philosophical presuppositions of 
their thinking as the starting point in the development of their 
theories. They often only become aware of them later and, in 
some cases, never at all. Freud, too, did not recollect the experi¬ 
ence in which the problems of his psycho-analysis were rooted 
until lie had readied a comparatively advanced stage in his 
development, lliis experience, which was the origin of every 
pertinent intellectual and artistic utterance at the turn of the 
century, was described by Freud hiimself as the ‘sense of discom¬ 
fort witli civilization’ (das Unbchagen in dcr Kultiir), This 
expressed the same feeling of estrangement and loneliness as the 
romanticism and aestheticism of the age, the same anxiety, the 
same loss of confidence in the meaning of culture, the same con¬ 
cern at being surrounded by unknown, unfathomable and in¬ 
definable dangers. Freud traced back this uneasiness, this feeling 
of an unstable and precarious balance, to the injury that had been 
inllicted on the life of the instincts, especially the erotic impulses, 
thereby completely leaving out of account the part played by 
economic insecurity, lack of social success and political in¬ 
fluence. Now, there is no doubt that neuroses are part of the 
price w e have to pay for our civilization, but they are only a part 
and often only a secondary form of our tribute to society. As a 
consequence of his strictly scientific outlook, Freud is unable to 
appreciate the sociological factors in man’s spiritual life, and 
although he discerns in the super-ego the judicial representative 
of society, he denies that social developments can bring about 
essential changes in our biological and instinctive constitution. 
In his view, cultural forms are not historical and sociological 
products, but the more or less mechanical expressions of the 
instincts. In bourgeois-capitalistic society analerotic instincts are 

921 



NATURALISM AND IMPRESSIONISM 


expressed, wars are tlie work of the deat h-instinct, the discomfort 
of living in a civilized society is attributable to the suppression of 
the libido. Even the theory of sublimation, which is one of the 
greatest achievements of psycho-analysis, leads to a dangerous 
siniplitication and coarsening of the concept of culture, when tlie 
sexual instinct is made the sole or even the most important source 
of creative intellectual work. The Marxists are riglit to reproach 
psycho-analysis for moving in a vacuum witli its a-liistorical and 
unsociological method and for retaining in its idea of a constant 
human nature a remnant of conservative idealism. Their objec¬ 
tion, on the other hand, that, psycho-analysis is the creation of 
the decadent bourgeoisie and must perish with that class, is all 
the more dogmatic. What living intellectual values do we possess 
—including historical materialism—^that are not the creation of 
this ‘decadent’ society? If psycho-analysis is a decadent pheno¬ 
menon, then the whole naturalistic novel and the whole of 
impressionist art aie too—then everything that bears the marks 
of the discord of the nineteenth century is decadent. 

Thomas Mann points out that Freud is deeply involved in the 
irrationalism of the beginning of the new century because of tlie 
nature of the material of his enquiry, the unconscious, passions, 
instincts and dreams. Rvit Freud is really connected not only 
with this neo-romantic movement, in which the subterranean 
regions of the life of the mind are the central point of interest, 
but at the same time with the beginning and origins of the whole 
aspect of romantic thought which goes btick to the pre-civilized 
and tlie pre-rational. There is still an abundant sliare of Rous¬ 
seauism in the pleasure with which he describes the freedom of 
the uncivilized man of instinct. And even though he does not 
assert, for instance, that the natural man who slew his father and 
enjoyed cohabiting with the women members of his family can 
be called ‘good’ in Rousseau’s sense of the term, at any rate, he 
doubts whether man has become much better or even happier 
in the course of the process of civilization. The real danger of 
irrationalism consists, for psycho-analysis, not in its choice of 
material and in its sympathy for the primitive man unmolested 
by culture, but in the foundation of its theory on mere instinct 
and nature. All uridialectic concepts of man based on the assump- 
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tion that human nature is an historically unchangeable constant 
contain an element of irrationalism and conservatism. Whoever 
does not believe in man’s capacity for development usually does 
not want man, and society with him, to change. Pessimism and 
conservatism here condition each other reciprocally. But Freud 
is no more a real pessimist than he is a conservative or even an 
irrationalist. In spite of all its questionable factors, his work 
bears the unmistakable evidence of a spontaneous affection for 
mankind and of a progressive mind. It is not necessary to prove 
this, but there is no lack of proof. Freud certainly has doubts in 
the power of the reason over the instincts, but he emphasizes that 
we have no other means of controlling them but our intelligence. 
And that is not a statement quite without hope. ‘The voice of the 
intellect is a soft one,’ he says, ‘but it does not rest until it has 
gained a hearing. . . . This is one of the few points in which one 
may be optimistic about the future of mankind, but in itself it 
signifies not a little. And one can make it a starting point for yet 
other hopes. The primacy of the intellect certainly lies in the far, 
far, but still probably not infinite distance.’ 2 *® 

Freud resists the evils of his age, he fights against the dark 
irrational forces to which it has sold its soul, but he is and remains 
tied by innumerable threads to both its achievements and its 
limitations. The principle of his psychology of exposure itself, 
in which individual differences play so much greater a part than 
in Marx, is most intimately connected with the impressionistic 
outlook on life and the relativistic philosophy of the age. The 
concept of deception, which is rooted in the experience that our 
feelings and impressions, moods and ideas are always changing, 
that reality makes itself known to us in ever varying, never stable 
forms, that every impression we receive from it is knowledge and 
illusion at the same time, is an impressionistic idea, and the 
corresponding Freudian notion, that men spend their lives con¬ 
cealed from themselves and others, would have been hardly con¬ 
ceivable before the advent of impressionism. Impressionism is the 
style in which both the thinking and the art of the period are 
expressed. The whole philosophy of the last decades of the century 
is dependent on it. Relativism, subjectivism, psychologism, 
historicism, anti-systematism, the principle of the atomization of 
S.H.A.— 2 925 E E— 2 
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the world of mind and the doctrine of the penspective nature of 
truth are elements common to the theories of Nietzsche, Bergson, 
the pragmatists and all the philosophical trends independent of 
German academic idealism. 

Nietzsclie says: ‘Trutli has never yet hung on the arm of an 
absolute.’ Science as an end in itself, truth without presupposi¬ 
tions, disinterested beauty, selfless morality, are fictions for him 
and his contemporaries. What we call truths are, he asserts, in 
reality nothing more than life-promoting, power-increasing lies 
and deceptions which are necessary for life to continue,and, in 
essentials, pragmatism adopts this activistic and utilitarian con¬ 
cept of truth. Truth is what is effective, useful and profitable, 
wdiat stands the test of time and ‘pays’, as William James says. 
It is impossible to imagine a theory of cognition more in har¬ 
mony with impressionism. Every truth has a certain actuality^ 
it is valid only in quite definite situations. An assertioji can be 
true in itself, and yet absolutely meaningless in certain circum¬ 
stances, because without relation to anything else. If to the ques¬ 
tion, ‘How old are you?’, someone replies, ‘The earth turns round 
the sun’, then these words, in spite of the possible truth of the 
statement, represent a perfectly irrelevant and meaningless 
assertion in the given situation. Reality is an unanalysable 
subject-object relationship, the individual components of which 
are quite unascertain able and unthinkable independently of one 
another. We change and the world of objects changes wdth us. 
Statements about natural and historical happenings, which may 
have been true a hundred years ago, are no longer true today, for 
reality, like ourselves, is involved in a process of constant move¬ 
ment, development and change, it is the sum-total of ever new, 
unexpected, chance phenomena, and can never be considered 
finished. The whole pragmatic school of thought sj^rings from the 
artist’s impressionistic experience of reality; for here, in the 
sphere of art, the relation to truth is, in fact, exactly what this 
philosophy assumes it to be for the whole of experience. The 
Shakespeare of Dr. Johnson, Coleridge, Hazlitt and Bradley no 
longer exists; the great dramatist’s works are no longer the same 
as they were. The words may still be the same; works of litera¬ 
ture do not consist, however, merely of words, but also of the 
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meaning of words, and this meaning changes from one generation 
to another. 

Impressionistic thinking finds its purest expression in the 
philosophy of Bergson, above all in his interpretation of time— 
the medium which is the vital element of impressionism. The 
uniqueness of the moment, which has never existed before and 
will never be repeated, was the basic experience of the nine¬ 
teenth century, and the whole naturalistic novel, especially that 
of Flaubert, was the description and analysis of this experience. 
But the main difference betw^een Flaubert’s philosophy and Berg¬ 
son’s was that he still saw time as an element of disintegration 
by wdiich the ideal substance of life is destroyed. The change in 
our conception of time and hence of the whole of our experience 
of reality took place step by step, first in impressionist painting, 
then in Bergson’s philosophy, and finally, most explicitly and 
significantly of all, in the work of Proust. Time is no longer the 
principle of dissolution and destruction, no longer the element in 
which ideas and ideals lose their value, and life and mind llieir 
substance, it is rather the form in which we obtain possession and 
become aware of our spiritual life, our living nature, which is the 
antithesis of dead matter and rigid mechanics. What w^e are, we 
become not only in time but through time. We are not merely 
the sum-total of the individual moments of our life, but the 
result of the ever-changijig aspect wdiich they acquire through 
each new moment. Time that is past does not make us poorer; it 
is this very time that fills our lives with content. The justification 
of Bergson’s philosophy is the Proustian novel; it is here that 
Bergson’s conception of time first becomes really creative. Exist¬ 
ence acquires actual life, movement, colour, an ideal trans¬ 
parency and a spiritual content from the perspective of a present 
that is the result of our past. There is no other happiness but 
that of remembrance and the revival, resuscitation and con¬ 
quest of time that is past and lost; for, as Proust says, the real 
paradises are the lost paradises. Since romanticism, art had been 
made responsible for the loss of life, and Flaubert’s ‘dire’ and 
‘avoir’ had been regarded as a tragic alternative; Proust is the 
first to see in contemplation, in remembrance and in art not only 
one possible form but the only possible form in which we can 
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possess life. The new conception of time does not, it is true, alter 
the aestheticism of the age, it merely gives it a more conciliatory 
appearance—and nothing but the appearance of conciliation; 
for Proust’s philosophy is merely the self-consolation and self- 
deception of a sick man, of a man already buried alive. 
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T he ^twentieth century’ begins after the first world war, 
that is to say, in the ’twenties, just as the ‘nineteenth cen¬ 
tury’ did not begin until about 1830. But the war marks a 
turning point in the development only in so far as it provides an 
occasion for a choice between the existing possibilities. All three 
main trends in the art of the new century have their pre¬ 
decessors in the foregoing period: cubism in Cdzanne and the neo- 
classicists, expressionism in Van Gogh and Strindberg, surrealism 
in Rimbaud and Lautreamont. The continuity of the artistic 
development corresponds to a certain steadiness in the economic 
and social history of the same period. Sombart limits the lifetime 
of liigh capitalism to a hundred and fifty years and makes it end 
with the outbreak of the war. He wants to interpret the system 
of cartels and trusts of the years 1895-1914 itself as a pheno¬ 
menon of old age and as an omen of the impending crisis. But in 
the period before 1914 only the socialists speak of the collapse of 
capitalism, in bourgeois circles people are certainly aw^are of the 
socialist danger, but believe neither in the ‘internal contradic¬ 
tions’ of the capitalist economy, nor in the impossibility of over¬ 
coming its occasional crises. In these circles there is no thought 
of a crisis in the system itself. The generally speaking confident 
frame of mind even continues in the first years after the end of 
the war and the atmosphere in the bourgeoisie is, apart from the 
lower middle class, which has to struggle against fearful odds, by 
no means hopeless. The real economic crisis begins in 1929 with 
the crash in America which brings the war and post-war boom to 
an end and unmistakably reveals the consequences of the lack of 
international planning of production and distribution. Now 
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people suddenly begin to talk everywhere about the crisis of 
capitalism, the failure of the free economy and liberal society, 
about an imminent catastrophe and the threat of revolution. The 
history of the ’thirties is the history of a period of social criticism, 
of realism and activism, of the radicalization of political attitudes 
and the increasingly widespread conviction that only a radical 
solution can be of any lielp, iji other words, that the moderate 
parties have had their day. But there is nowhere a greater 
awareness of the crisis through wliich the bourgeois way of life is 
passing than in tlie bourgeoisie itself, and nowliere is tliere so 
mucli talk of the end of the bourgeois epoch. Fascism and bol¬ 
shevism are at one in considering the bourgeois a living corpse 
and in turning with the same uncoinprornisingness against the 
principle of liberalism and parliamentarianism. On the whole, the 
intelligentsia takes its stand alongside the authoritarian forms of 
government, demands order, discipline, dictatorship, is inspired 
with enthusiasm for a new Church, a new scholasticism and a 
new Byzantinism. The attraction of fascism for the enervated 
literary stratum, confused by the vitalism of Nietzsche and 
Bergson, consists in its illusion of absolute, solid, unquestionable 
values and in the hope of being rid of the responsibility that is 
connected with all rationalism and individualism. From com¬ 
munism the intelligentsia promises itself a direct contact witli 
the broad masses of the people and the redemption from its 
isolation in society. 

In this precarious situation the spokesmen of the liberal bour¬ 
geoisie can think of nothing better than to stress the char¬ 
acteristics that fascism and bolshevism have in common, and to 
discredit one by the other. They p">int to the unscrupulous 
realism peculiar to both and they find in a ruthless teclinocracy 
the common denominator to which their forms of organization 
and government can be reduced.' They wilfully neglect the 
ideological differences between the various authoritarian forms of 
government and represent them as mere ‘techniques’, that is, as 
the province of the party expert, the political administrator, the 
engineer of the social machine, in a word, of the ‘managers’. 
There is, no doubt, a certain analogy between the different forms 
of social regulation, and if one proceeds from the mere fact of 
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technicism and the standardization connected with it, one can 
even discern a likeness between Russia and America.^ No state 
machinery today can wholly dispense with the hnanagers’. They 
exercise political power on behalf of the more or less broad masses, 
just as the technicians manage their factories and the artists paint 
and write for them. The question is always merely in whose 
interest power is being exerted. No ruler in the world today dares 
to admit that lie has not the interests of the people exclusively at 
heart. From this point of view, we are, in fact, living in a mass 
society and a mass democracy. The broad masses have, at any 
rate, a share in political life in so far as the powers that be are 
forced to take pains to lead tliem astray. 

Nothing is more typical of the prevailing philosophy of cul¬ 
ture of tlie period than the attempt to make this ‘revolt of the 
masses^^ responsible for the alienation and degradation of 
modern culture and the attack which is made on it in the name 
of the mind and spirit. Most of the extremists profess a belief in 
the usually somewhat confused cultural criticism which under¬ 
lies this philosophy. It is true that the two parties take it as 
meaning absolutely different things and wage their war against 
tlie ‘soulless’ scientific world-view with positivism in mind, on 
the one side, and capitalism, on tlie other. But the way the intel- 
ligfmtsia is divided into tlie two camps is very unequal right up 
to the ’thirties. The majority are consciously or unconsciously 
reactionary and prepare the way for fascism undtn* the spell of 
the ideas of Bergson, Barrks, Charles Maurras, Ortega y Gasset, 
Chesterton, Spengler, Keyserling, Klages and the rest. The ‘new 
Middle Ages’, the ‘new Christendom’, the ‘new Europe’, are all 
tlie old romantic land of counter-revolution, and the ‘revolution 
in science’, the mobilization of tlie ‘spirit’ against the mechanism 
and determinism of the natural sciences, nothing but ‘the begin¬ 
ning of the great world I’eaction against the democratic and social 
enlightenment’.^ 

In this period of ‘mass democracy’ there is an attempt to 
make pretensions and demands in the name of ever larger 
groups, so that, in the end. Hitler does the trick of ennobling the 
overwhelming majority of his people. The new ‘democratic’ pro¬ 
cess of aristocratization begins by playing off the West against the 
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East, against Asia and Russia. West and East are contrasted as 
representing order and chaos, authority and anarchy, stability 
and revolution, disciplined rationalism and unbridled mysticism 
respectively,^ and post-war Europe under the spell of Russian 
literatui e is emphatically warned that with its cult of Dostoevsky 
and its Karamazovism it is treading the path to chaos.® At the 
time of Vogiie, Russia and Russian literature were by no means 
‘Asiatic’, they were, on the contrary, the representatives of the 
genuine Christianity which was set up as a model for the pagan 
West. At that time there was, however, still a Czar in Russia. 
The new crusaders do not, incidentally, really believe that the 
West can be saved at all and they clothe the hopelessness of their 
political outlook in a general shroud of pessimism. They are 
determined to bury the whole of Western civilization along with 
their political hopes and, as the genuine heirs of decadence, they 
accept the ‘decline of the West’. 

The great reactionar y movement of the century takes effect 
in the realm of ail as a rejection of impressionism—a change 
which, in some respects, forms a deeper incision in the history of 
art than all the changes of style since the Renaissance, leaving 
the artistic tradition of naturalism fundamentally unaffected. It 
is true that there had always been a swinging to and fro between 
formalism and anti-formalism, but the function of art being true 
to life and faithful to nature had never been questioned in prin¬ 
ciple since the Middle Ages. In this respect impressionism was 
the climax and the end of a development wliich had lasted more 
than four hundred years. Post-impressionist art is the first to 
renounce all illusion of reality on principle and to express its out¬ 
look on life by the deliberate deformation of natural objects. 
Cubism, constructivism, futurism, expressionism, dadaism and 
surrealism turn away with equal determination from nature- 
bound and reality-affirming impressionism. But impressionism 
itself prepares the ground for this development in so far as it does 
not aspire to an integrating description of reality, to a confronta¬ 
tion of tlie subject with the objective world as a whole, but marks 
rather the beginning of that process which has been called the 
‘annexation’ of reality by art.*^ Post-impressionist art can no 
longer be called in any sense a reproduction of nature; its rela- 
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tionship to nature is one of violation. We can speak at most of a 
kind of magic naturalism, of the production of objects which exist 
alongside reality, but do not wish to take its place. Confronted 
with the works of Braque, Chagall, Rouault, Picasso, Henri 
Rousseau, Salvador Dali, we always feel that, for all their dif¬ 
ferences, we are in a second world, a super-world which, however 
many features of ordinary reality it may still display, represents 
a form of existence surpassing and incompatible with this reality. 

Modern art is, however, anti-impressionistic in yet another 
respect: it is a fundamentally higly’ art, forgoing the eupliony, 
the fascinating forms, tones and colours of impressionism. It 
destroys pictorial values in painting, carefully and consistently 
executed images in poetry and melody and tonality in music. It 
implies an anxious escape from everything pleasant and agree¬ 
able, everything purely decorative and ingi'atiating. Debussy 
already plays off a coldness of tone and a pure harmonic structure 
against the sentimentality of German romanticism, and this anti¬ 
romanticism is intensified in Stravinsky, wSchoenberg and Hinde¬ 
mith into an antA-espressivo^ which forswears all connection with 
the music of the sensitive nineteenth century. The intention is 
to write, paint and compose from the intellect, not from tlie 
emotions; stress is laid sometimes on purity of structure, at others 
on the ecstasy of a metaphysical vision, but there is a desire to 
escape at all costs from the complacent sensual aestheticism of 
the impressionist epoch. Impressionism itself had no doubt 
already been well aware of the critical situation in which modern 
aesthetic culture finds itself, but post-impressionist art is the first 
to stress the grotesqueness and mendacity of this culture. Hence 
the fight against all voluptuous and hedonistic feelings, hence the 
gloom, depression and torment in the works of Picasso, Kafka and 
Joyce. The aversion to the sensualism of the older art, the desire 
to destroy its illusions, goes so far that artists now refuse to use 
even its means of expression and prefer, like Rimbaud, to create 
an artificial language of their own. Schoenberg invents his twelve- 
tone system, and it has been rightly said of Picasso that he paints 
each of his pictures as if he were trying to discover the art of 
painting all over again. 

The systematic fight against the use of the conventional 
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means of expression and the consequent break up of the artistic 
tradition of the nineteenth centuiy begins in 1916 with dadaism, 
a war-tirne plienomenon, a protest against the civilization that 
had led to the war and, therefore, a form of defeatism.» The pur¬ 
pose of the whole movement consists in its resistance to the 
allurements of ready-made forms and the convenient but worth¬ 
less, because worn-out, linguistic cliches, wliich falsify the object 
to be described and destroy all spontaneity of expression. Dadaism, 
like surrealism, wliich is in complete agreement with it in this 
respect, is a struggle for directness of expression, that is to say, it 
is an esvsentially roinantic movement. The fight is aimed at that 
falsification of experience by forms, of wdiich, as wo know, 
Goethe had already been conscious and which was the decisive 
impulse behind the romantic revolution. Since romanticism the 
whole development in literature had consisted in a controversy 
with the traditional and conventional forms of language, so that 
tlie literary history of the last century is to some extent the his¬ 
tory of a renewal of language itself. But whereas the nineteenth 
century ahvays seeks merely for a balance between the old and 
the new, between ti-aditional forms and the spontaneity of tlie 
individual, dadaism demands the complete destruction of the 
current and exhausted means of expression. It demands entii ely 
spontaneous expression, and thereby bases its theory of art on a 
contradiction. For how' is one to make oneself understood—w'hich 
at any rate surrealism intends to do—and at the same time deny 
and destroy all means of communication?—The French critic 
Jean Paulhan differentiates betw^een two distinct categories of 
writers, according to their relationship to language.® He calls the 
language-destroyers, that is to say, the romantics, symbolists and 
surrealists, who want to eliminate the commonplace, conven¬ 
tional forms and ready-made cliches from language completely 
and who take refuge from the dangers of language in pure, vir¬ 
ginal, original inspiration, the ‘terrorists’. They fight against all 
consolidation and coagulation of the living, fluid, intimate life of 
the mind, against all externalization and institutionalization, in 
other words, against all ‘culture’. Paulhan links them lap witli 
Bergson and establishes the influence of intuitionisni and the 
theory of the ‘elan vital’ in their attempt to preserve the direct- 
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ness and originality of the spiritual experience. The other camp, 
that is, the writers who know perfectly well that commonplaces 
and cliches are the price of mutual understanding and that litera¬ 
ture is communication, that is to say, language, tradition, ‘worn- 
out’ and, precisely on that account, unproblernatical, immediately 
intelligible form, he calls the ‘rhetoricians’, the oratorical artists. 
He regards their attitude as the only possible one, since the con¬ 
sistent administration of the ‘terror’ in literature would mean 
absolute silence, that is, intellectual suicide, from wliicli the sur¬ 
realists can only save themselves by constant self-deception. For 
there is actually no more rigid and narrow-minded convention 
than the doctrine of surrealism and no more insipid and monoton¬ 
ous art than that of the sworn surrealists. The ‘automatic method 
of wi iting’ is much less elastic than the rationally and aesthetic¬ 
ally controlled style, and the unconscious—or at least as much of 
it as is brought to light—much poorer and simpler than the con¬ 
scious mind. The historical importance of dadaism and surrealism 
does not consist, liowever, in the works of their official repre¬ 
sentatives, but in the fact that they draw attention to the blind 
alley in which literature found itself at the end of the symbolist 
movement, to the sterility of a literary convention which no 
longer had any connection with real life.^® Mallarmd and the 
symbolists thought that every idea that occurred to them was 
the expression of their innermost nature^ it was a mystical belief 
in t he ‘magic of the word’ which made them poets. The dadaists 
and the surrcalLsts now doubt whether anything objective*, ex¬ 
ternal, formal, rationally organized is capable of expressing man 
at all, but they also doubt the value of such expression. It is really 
‘inadmissible’—they think—that a man should leave a trace be¬ 
hind him. Dadaism, therefore, replaces the nihilism of aesthetic 
culture by a new nihilism, which not only questions the value of 
art but of the whole human situation. For, as it is stated in one 
of its manifestos, ‘measured by the standard of eternity, all 
human action is futile’.i* 

But the Mallarme tradition by no means comes to an end. 
The ‘rhetoricians’ Andre Gide, Paul Valery, T. S. Eliot and the 
later Rilke continue the symbolist trend in spite of their affinity 
to surrealism. They are the representatives of a difficult and 
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exquisite art, they believe in the ‘magic of the word’, their poetry 
is based on the spirit of language, of literature and tradition. 
Joyce’s Ulysses and T. S. Eliot’s The Waste Land appear simul¬ 
taneously, in the year 1922, and strike the two keynotes of the 
new literature; the one work moves in an expressionistic and sur¬ 
realistic, the other in a symbolistic and formalistic direction. The 
intellectualistic approach is common to both, but Eliot’s art 
springs from the ‘experience of culture’, Joyce’s from the ‘experi¬ 
ence of pure, prime existence’, as defined by Friedrich Gundolf, 
who introduces these concepts in the preface to his book on 
Goethe, thereby expressing a typical thought-pattern of the 
period.^® In one case historical culture, intellectual tradition and 
the legacy of ideas and forms is the source of inspiration, in the 
other the direct facts of life and the problems of human existence. 
With T. S. Eliot and Paul Valery the primary foundation is 
always an idea, a thought, a problem, with Joyce and Kafka an 
irrational experience, a vision, a metaphysical or mythological 
image. Gundolf’s conceptual distinction is the record of a dicho¬ 
tomy which is being carried througli in the whole field of 
modern art. Cubism and constructivism, on the one side, and 
expressionism and surrealism, on the other, embody strictly 
formal and form-destroying tendencies respectively which now 
appear for the first time side by side in such sharp contradic¬ 
tion. The situation is all the more peculiar as the two opposing 
styles display the most remarkable hybrid forms and combina¬ 
tions, so that one often acquires more the impression of a split 
consciousness than that of tw'o competing trends. Picasso, who 
shifts from one of the different stylistic tendencies to the other 
most abruptly, is at the same time the most representative artist 
of the present age. But to call him an eclectic and a ‘master of 
pastiche’,to maintain that he only wants to show to w^hat an 
extent he has command of the rules of art against which he is in 
revolt,^® to compare him with Stravinsky and to recall how lie, 
too, changes his models and ‘makes use of’ Bach, then Pergolesi, 
then again Tchaikovsky for the purposes of modern music,is 
not to tell the whole story. Picasso’s eclecticism signifies the 
deliberate destruction of the unity of the personality; his imita¬ 
tions are protests against the cult of originality; his deformation 
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of reality, which is always clothing itself in new forms, in order 
the more forcibly to demonstrate their arbitrariness, is intended, 
above all, to confirm the thesis that ‘nature and art are two 
entirely dissimilar phenomena’. Picasso turns himself into a con¬ 
jurer, a juggler, a parodist, out of opposition to the romantic 
with his ‘inner voice’, his ‘take it or leave it’, his self-esteem and 
self-worship. And he disavows not only romanticism, but even 
the Renaissance, which, with its concept of genius and its idea of 
the unity of work and style, anticipates romanticism to some 
extent. He represents a complete break with individualism and 
subjectivism, the absolute denial of art as the expression of an 
unmistakable personality. His works are notes and commentaries 
on reality j they make no claim to be regarded as a picture of a 
world and a totality, as a ssynthesis and epitome of existence, 
Picasso compromises the artistic means of expression by his indis¬ 
criminate use of the different artistic styles just as thoroughly and 
wilfully as do the surrealists by their renunciation of traditional 
forms. 

The new century is full of such deep antagonisms, the unity 
of its outlook on life is so profoundly menaced, that the com¬ 
bination of the furthest extremes, the unification of the greatest 
contradictions, becomes the main theme, often the only theme, of 
its art. Surrealism, which, as Andr<5 Breton remarks, at first 
revolved entirely round the problem of language, that is, of 
poetic expression, and which, as we should say with Paulhan, 
sought to be understood without the means of understanding, 
developed into an art which made the paradox of all form and 
the absurdity of all human existence the basis of its outlook. 
Dadaism still pleaded, out of despair at the inadequacy of cultural 
forms, for the destruction of art and for a return to chaos, that is 
to say, for romantic Rousseauism in the most extreme meaning 
of the term. Surrealism, which supplements the method of 
dadaism with the ‘automatic method of writing’,thereby 
already expresses its belief that a new knowledge, a new truth 
and a new art will arise from chaos, from the unconscious and the 
irrational, from dreams and the uncontrolled regions of the mind. 
The surrealists expect the salvation of art, which they forswear 
as such just as much as the dadaists and are only prepared to 
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accept it at all as a vehicle of irrational knowledge, from a plung¬ 
ing into the unconscious, into the pre-rational and the chaotic, 
and they take over the psycho-analytical method of free associa¬ 
tion, that is, the automatic development of ideas and their repro¬ 
duction without any rational, moral and aesthetic censorship,^® 
because they imagine they have discovered therein a recipe for 
the restoration of the good old romantic type of inspiration. So, 
after all, they still take their refuge in the rationalization of the 
irrational and the methodical re-produclion of the spontaneous, 
the only difference being that their method is incomparably more 
pedantic, dogmatic and rigid than the mode of creation in whicli 
the irrational and the intuitive are controlled by aestlietic judge¬ 
ment, taste and criticism, and which makes reflection and not 
indiscrimination its guiding principle. How much more fruitful 
than the surrealists’ recipe was the procedure of Proust, who like¬ 
wise put himself into a kind of somnambulistic condition and 
abandoned himself to the stream of memories and associations 
with the passivity of a hypnotic medium,^® but who remained at 
the same time a disciplined thinker and in the liighest degree a 
consciously creative artist.®® Freud himself seems to have seen 
through the trick perpetrated by surrealism. He is said to have 
remarked to Salvador Dali, who visited him in London shortly 
before his death: ‘Wliat interests me in your art is not the uncon¬ 
scious, but the conscious.’ Must he not have meant by that: 
‘I am not interested in your simulated paranoia, but in the 
method of your simulation.’ 

The basic experience of the surrealists consists in the dis¬ 
covery of a ‘second reality’, wliich, although it is inseparably 
fused with ordinary, empirical reality, is nevertheless so different 
from it that we are only able to make negative statements about 
it and to point to the gaps and cavities in our experience as 
evidence for its existence. Nowhere is this dualism expressed 
more acutely than in the works of Kafka and Joyce, who, 
although they have nothing to do with surrealism as a doctrine, 
are surrealists in the wider sense, like most of the progressive 
artists of the century. It is also this experience of the double¬ 
sidedness of existence, with its home in two different spheres, 
which makes the surrealists aware of the peculiarity of dreams 
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and induces them to recognize in the mixed reality of dreams 
their own stylistic ideal. The dream becomes the paradigm of the 
whole world-picture, in which reality and unreality, logic and 
fantasy, the banality and sublimation of existence, form an indis¬ 
soluble and inexplicable unity. The meticulous naturalism of the 
details and the arbitrary combination of their relationships which 
surrealism copies from the dream, not only express the feeling 
that we live on two different levels, in two different spheres, 
but also that these regions of being penetrate one another so 
thoroughly that the one can neither be subordinated to^^ nor 
set against the other as its antithesis.^^ 

Tlie dualism of being is certainly no new conce])tion, ajid the 
idea of the ‘coincidentia oppositorum’ is quite familiar to us from 
the pJiilosophy of Nicholas of Cusa and Giordano Bruno, but tlie 
double meaning and tlie duplicity of existence, the snare and the 
seduction for the human understanding which lies hidden in 
every single plieiiomenon of reality, had never been experienced 
so intensively as now. Only mannerism had seen the contrast 
between the concrete and the abstract, the sensual and the 
spiritual, dreaming and waking in a similarly glaring light. The 
emphasis which modern art lays not so much on the coincidence 
of the opposites themselves, as on the fancifulness of this coinci¬ 
dence, is also reminiscent of mannerism. The sharp contrast, in 
the work of Dali, between the photographically faithful repro¬ 
duction of the details and the wild disorder of their grouping 
corresponds, on a very humble level, to the fondness for paradox 
in the Elizabethan drama and the lyric poetry of the ‘meta¬ 
physical poets’ of the seventeenth century. But the difference of 
level between the style of Kafka and Joyce, in which a sober and 
often trivial prose is combined with the most fragile transparency 
of ideas, and that of the manneristic poets of the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries is no longer so great. In both cases the real 
subject of the representation is the absurdity of life, which seems 
all the more surprising and shocking the more realistic the ele¬ 
ments of the fantastic whole are. The sewing machine and the 
umbrella on the dissecting table, the donkey’s corpse on the 
piano or the naked woman’s body which opens like a chest of 
drawers, in brief, all the forms of juxtaposition and simultaneity 
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into which the nou-simultaneous and the incompatible are 
pressed, are only the expression of a desire to bring unity and 
coherence, certainly in a very paradoxical way, into the atomized 
world in which we live. Art is seized by a real mania for 
totality. It seems possible to bring everything into relation¬ 
ship with everything else, everything seems to include within 
itself the law of the whole. The disparagement of man, the 
so-called ‘dehumanization’ of art, is connected above all with 
this feeling. In a world in which everything is significant or 
of equal signilicance, man loses his pre-eminence and psychology 
its authority. 

The crisis of the psychological novel is perhaps the most 
striking phenomenon in the new literature. The woi'ks of Kafka 
and Joyce are no longer psychological novels in the sense tlial the 
great novels of the nineteenth century were. In Kafka, psycho¬ 
logy is replaced by a kind of mythology, and in Joyce, although the 
jisychological analyses are perfectly accurate, just as the details 
in a surrealistic picture are absolutely true to nature, there are 
not only no heroes, in the sense of a psychological centre, but also 
no particular psychological sphere in the totality of beijig. The 
de-psychologization of the novel already begins with Proust,*5 
who, as the greatest master of the analysis of feelings and 
thoughts, marks the summit of the psychological novel, but also 
represents the incipient displacement of the soul in the balance of 
reality. For, since the whole of existence has beemne merely the 
content of the consciousness and things acquire their significance 
purely and simply through the spiritual medium by which they 
are experienced, there can no longer be any question here of 
psychology as understood by Stendhal, Balzac, Flaubert, George 
Eliot, Tolstoy or Dostoevsky. In the novel of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, the soul and character of man are seen as the opposite pole 
to the world of physical reality, and psychology as the conflict 
between the subject and object, the self and the non-self, the 
human spirit and the external world. This psychology ceases to 
be predominant in Proust. He is not concerned so much with the 
characterization of the individual personality, although he is an 
ardent portraitist and caricaturist, as with the analysis of the 
spiritual mechanism as an ontological phenomenon. His work is a 
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‘Sumina’ not merely in tlie familiar sense of containing a total 
picture of modern society, but also because it describes the whole 
spiritual apparatus of modern man with all his inclinations, in¬ 
stincts, talents, automatisms, rationalisms and irrationalisms. 
Joyce’s Ulysses is therefore the direct continuation of the 
Proustian novels we are here confronted literally with an encyclo¬ 
paedia of modern civilization, as reflected in the tissue of the 
motifs which make up the content of a day in the life of a great 
city. This day is the protagonist of the novel. I’he flight from 
the plot is followed by the fliglit from tlio liero. Instead of a flood 
of events, Joyce describes a flood of ideas and associations, instead 
of an individual hero a stream of consciousness and an unending, 
uninterrupted inner monologue. The emphasis lies everywhere 
on the iminterruptcdness of the movemejit, the ‘lieterogencous 
continuum’, the kaleidoscopic picture of a disintegrated world. 
The Bergsonian concept of time undergoes a new interpretation, 
an intensification and a deflection. I’he accent is now on the 
simultaneity of the contents of consciousjiess, the immanence of 
the past in the present, the constant flowing together of the dif¬ 
ferent periods of time, the amorphous fluidity of inner experi¬ 
ence, the boundlessness of the stream of time by which the soul 
is borne along, tlie relativity of space and time, that is to say, tlie 
impossibility of differentiating and defining the media in which 
the mind moves. In this new conception of time almost all the 
strands of the texture which form the stuff of modern art con¬ 
verge: the abandonment of the plot, the elimination of the hero, 
the relinquishing of psychology, the ‘automatic method of 
writing’ and, above all, the montage technique and the inter¬ 
mingling of temporal and spatial forms of the film. The new 
concept of time, whose basic element is simultaneity and whose 
nature consists in the spatialization of the temporal element, is 
expressed in no other genre so impressively as in this youngest 
art, which dates from the same period as Bergson’s philosophy of 
time. The agreement between the technical methods of the film 
and the characteristics of tlie new concept of time is so complete 
that one has the feeling that the time categories of modern art 
altogether must have arisen from the spirit of cinematic form, 
and one is inclined to consider the film itself as the stylistically 
S.H.A.—2 959 FF —2 
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most representative, though qualitatively perhaps not the most 
fertile genre of contemporary art. 

The theatre is in many respects the artistic medium most 
similar to the film 5 particularly in view of its combination of 
spatial and temporal forms, it represents the oidy real arialogj'^ to 
the film. But what happens on the stage is partly spatial, partly 
temporal^ as a rule spatial and temporal, but never a mixture of 
the spatial and the temporal, as arc the happenings in a film. The 
most fundamental difference between the film and the other arts 
is that, in its world-picture, the boundaries of space and time are 
fluid—space has a quasi-temporal, time, to some extent, a spatial 
character. In the plastic arts, as also on the stage, space remains 
static, motionless, unchanging, without a goal and without a 
direction; we move about quite freely in it, because it is homo¬ 
geneous in all its parts and because none of the parts presupposes 
the other temporally. The phases of the movement are not stages, 
not steps in a gradual development; their sequence is subject to 
no constraint. Time in literature—above all in the drama—on 
tlie other hand, has a definite direction, a trend of development, 
an objective goal, independent of the spectator’s experience of 
time; it is no mere reservoir, but an ordered succession. Now, 
these dramaturgical categories of space and time have their char¬ 
acter and functions completely altered in the film. Space loses its 
static quality, its serene passivity and no\v becomes dynamic; it 
comes into being as it were before our eyes. It is fluid, unlimited, 
unfinished, an element with its own history, its own scheme 
and process of development. Homogeneous physical space here 
assumes the characteristics of heterogeneously composed his¬ 
torical time. In this medimn the individual stages are no longer 
of the same kind, the individual parts of space no longer of equal 
value; it contains specially qualified positions, some with a certain 
priority in the development and others signifying the culmina¬ 
tion of the spatial experience. The use of the close-up, for 
example, not only has spatial criteria, it also represents a phase 
to be reached or to be surpassed in tlie temporal development of 
the film. In a good film the close-ups are not distributed arbi¬ 
trarily and capriciously. They are not cut in independently of the 
inner development of the scene, not at any time and anywhere, 
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but only where their potential energy can and should make itself 
felt. For a close-up is not a cut-out picture with a framej it is 
always merely part of a picture, like, for instance, the repoussoir 
figures in baroque painting which introduce a dynamic quality 
into the picture similar to that created by the close-ups in the 
spatial structure of a film. 

But as if space and time in the film were interrelated by being 
interchangeable, the temporal relationships acquire an almost 
spatial character, just as space acquires a topical interest and takes 
on temporal characteristics, in other words, a certain element of 
freedom is introduced into the succession of their moments. In 
the temporal medium of a film we move in a way lliat is other¬ 
wise peculiar to space, completely free to choose our direction, 
proceeding from one phase of time into another, just as one goes 
from one room to another, discomiecting the individual stages in 
the development of events and grouping them, generally speak¬ 
ing, according to the principles of spatial order. In brief, time 
here loses, on the one hand, its uninterrupted continuity, on the 
other, its irreversible direction. It can be brought to a standstill: 
in close-ups; reversed: in flash-backs; repeated: in recollections; 
and skipped across: in visions of the future. Concurrent, simul¬ 
taneous events can be shown successively, and temporally dis¬ 
tinct events simultaneously—by double-exposure and altei'na- 
tion; the earlier can appear later, the later before its time. This 
cinematic conception of time has a thoroughly subjective and 
apparently irregular character compared with the empirical and 
the dramatic conception of the same medium. The time of 
empirical reality is a uniformly progressive, uninterruptedly 
continuous, absolutely irreversible order, in which events follow 
one another as if ‘on a conveyor belt’. It is true that dramatic 
time is by no means identical with empirical time—the embar¬ 
rassment caused by a clock showing the correct time on the stage 
comes from this discrepancy—and the unity of time prescribed 
by classicistic dramaturgy can even be interpreted as the funda¬ 
mental elimination of ordinary time, and yet the temporal re¬ 
lationships in the drama have more points of contact with the 
chronological order of ordinary experience than the order of time 
in a film. Thus in the drama, or at least in one and the same act 
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of a drama, the temporal continuity of empirical reality is pre¬ 
served intact. Here too, as in real life, events follow each other 
according to tlie law of a progression wliich permits neitljer 
interruptions ajid jumps, nor repetitions and inversions, and con¬ 
forms to a standard of time which is absolutely constant, that is, 
undergoes no acceleration, retai*dation or stoppages of any kind 
within the several sections (acts or scenes). In the film, on the 
othei* hand, not only tlie speed of successive events, but also the 
clirononietric standard itself is often different from shot to shot, 
according as to wlietlier slow or fast motion, short or long cutting, 
many or few close-ups, are used. 

"I'he dramatist is prohibited by the logic of scenic arrange¬ 
ment from repeating moments and phases of time, an expedient 
that is often the source of the most intensive aesthetic effects in 
the film. It is true that a part of tlie story is often treated retro¬ 
spectively in the drama, and the antecedents followed backwards 
in time, but they are usually represented indirectly—either in 
the form of a coherent narrative or of one limited to scattered 
hints. The technique of the drama does not permit the play¬ 
wright to go back to past stages in the course of a progressively 
developing plot and to insert them dir ectly into the sequence of 
events, into the dramatic present—^that is, it is only recently that 
it has begun to permit it, perhaps under the immediate influence 
of the film, or under the influence of the new conception of time, 
familiar also from the modern novel. The technical possibility of 
interrupting any shot without further ado suggests the possi¬ 
bilities of a discontinuous treatment of time from the very outset 
and provides the film with the means of lieightening the tension 
of a scene either by interpolating heterogeneous incidents or 
assigning the individual phases of the scene to different sections 
of the work. In this way the film often produces the effect of 
someone playing on a keyboard and striking the keys ad libitum, 
up and down, to right and left. In a film we often see the liero 
first at the beginning of his career as a young man, later, going 
back to the past, as a child 5 we then see him, in the further course 
of the plot, as a mature man and, having followed his career for 
a time, we, finally, may see him still living after his death, in 
the memory of one of his relations or friends. As a result of the 
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discontinuity of time, the retrospective development of the plot 
is combined with the progressive in complete freedom, with no 
kind of chronological tie, and through the repeated twists and 
turns in the time-continuum, mobility, which is the very essence 
of the cinematic experience, is pushed to the uttermost limits. 
The real spatialization of time in the film does not take place, 
however, until the simultaneity of parallel plots is portrayed. It 
is the experience of the simultaneity of different, spatially separ¬ 
ated happenings that puts the audience into that condition of 
suspense, which moves between space and time and claims the 
categories of both orders for itself. It is the simultaneous nearness 
and remoteness of things—their nearness to one another in time 
and their distances from ojie another in space—^^that constitutes 
that spatio-temporal element, that two-dimensionality of time, 
which is the real medium of the film and the basic category of 
its world-picture. 

It was discovered in a comparatively early stage in the history 
of the film that the rej)resejitation of two simultaneous sequences 
of events is part of the original stock of cinematic forms. First this 
simultaneity was simply recorded and brought to the notice of 
the audience by clocks showing the same time or by similar 
direct indications^ the artistic technique of the intermittent 
treatment of a double plot and the alternating montage of the 
single phases of such a plot only developed step by step. But later 
on we come across examples of this technique at every turn. And 
whether we stand between two rival parties, two competitors or 
two doubles, the structure of the film is dominated in any case by 
the crossing and int(‘rsecting of the two different lines, by the 
bilateral character of the development and tlie simultaneity of 
the opposing actions. The famous finish of the early, already 
classical Griffith films, in which the upsliot of an exciting plot is 
made to depend on wdiether a train or a car, the intriguer or the 
‘king’s messenger on horseback’, the murderer or the rescuer, 
reaches the goal first, using the then revolutionary technique of 
continuously changing pictures, flashing and vanishing like 
lightning, became the pattern of the denouement since followed 
by most films in similar situations. 

The time experience of the present age consists above all in 
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an awareness of the moment in which we find ourselves: in an 
awareness of the present. Eveiything topical, contemporary, 
bound together in the present moment is of special significance 
and value to the man of toda}'^, and, filled with this idea, the mere 
fact of simultaneity acquires new meaning in his eyes. His intel- 
elctual world is imbued with the atmosphere of the immediate 
present, just as that of the Middle Ages was characterized by an 
other-worldly atmosphere and that of the enlightenment by a 
mood of forward-looking expectancy. He experiences the great¬ 
ness of his cities, the miracles of his technics, the wealth of his 
ideas, the hidden depths of his psychology in the contiguity, the 
interconnections and dovetailing of things and processes. The 
fascination of‘simultaneity’, the discovery that, on the one hand, 
the same man experiences so many different, unconnected and 
irreconcilable things in one and the same moment, and that, on 
the other, different men in different places often experience the 
same things, that the same things are happening at the same 
time in places completely isolated from each other, this universal- 
ism, of which modern technics have made contemporary man 
conscious, is perhaps the real source of the new conception of 
time and of the whole abruptness with which modern art 
describes life. This rhapsodic quality, which distinguishes the 
modern novel most sharply from the older novel, is at the same 
time the characteristic accountable for its most cinematic effects. 
The discontinuity of the plot and the scenic development, the 
sudden emersion of the thoughts and moods, the relativity and 
the inconsistency of the time-standards, are what remind us in the 
works of Proust and Joyce, Dos Passos and Virginia Woolf of the 
cuttings, dissolves and interpolations of the film, and it is simply 
film magic when Proust brings two incidents, which may lie 
thirty years apart, as closely together as if there were only two 
hours between them. The way in which, in Proust, past and 
present, dreams and speculation join hands across the intervals of 
space and time, the sensibility, always on the scent of new tracks, 
roams about in space and time, and the boundaries of space and 
time vanish in this endless and boundless stream of interrela¬ 
tions: all this corresponds exactly to that mixture of space and 
time in which the film moves. Proust never mentions dates and 

944 



THE FILM AGE 

ages 5 we never know exactly how old the hero of his novel is, 
and even the chronological relationships of the events often 
remain rather vague. The experiences and happenings do not 
cohere by reason of their proximity in time and the attempt to 
demarcate and arrange them chronologically would be all the 
more nonsensical from his point of view as, in his opinion, every 
man has his typical experiences which recur periodically. The 
boy, the youth and the man always experience fundamentally the 
same things^ the meaning of an incident often does not dawn on 
him until years after he has experienced and endured it^ but he 
can hardly ever distinguish the deposit of the years that are past 
from the experience of the present hour in which he is living. Is 
one not in every moment of one’s life the same child or the same 
invalid or the same lonely stranger with the same wakeful, sensi¬ 
tive, unappeased nerves? Is one not in every situation of life the 
person capable of experiencing this and that, who possesses, in 
the recurring features of his experience, the one protection 
against the passage of time? Do not all our experiences take place 
as it were at the same time? And is this simultaneity not really 
the negation of time? And this negation, is it not a struggle 
for the recovery of that inwardness of which physical space and 
time deprive us? 

Joyce fights for the same inwardness, the same directness of 
experience, when he, like Proust, breaks up and merges well- 
articulated, chronologically organized time. In his work, too, it is 
the interchangeability of the contents of consciousness which 
triumphs over the chronological arrangement of the experiences, 
for him, too, time is a road without direction, on which man 
moves to and fro. But he puvshes the spatialization of time even 
further than Proust, and shows the inner happenings not only in 
longitudinal but also in cross-sections. The images, ideas, brain¬ 
waves and memories stand side by side with sudden and absolute 
abruptness^ hardly any consideration is paid to their origins, all 
the emphasis is on their contiguity, their simultaneity. The 
spatialization of time goes so far in Joyce, that one can begin the 
reading of Ulysses where one likes, with only a rough knowledge 
of the context—not necessarily only after a first reading, as has 
been said, and almost in any sequence one cares to choose. The 
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medium in which the reader finds himself, is in fact wholly 
spatial, for the novel describes not only the picture of a great city, 
but also adojits its structure to some extent, the network of its 
Strelets and squares, in which people stroll about, walking in and 
out and stopping when and where they like. It is supremely 
characteristic of the cinematic quality of this technique that Joyce 
wrote his novel not in the final succession of the chapters, but— 
as is the custom in the production of films—made himself inde¬ 
pendent of the sequence of the plot and worked at several 
chapters at the same time. 

We meet the Eergsojiian conception of time, as used in the 
film and the modern novel—though not always so unmistakably 
as liere—in all the genres and trends of contemporary art. The 
‘simultaiieite des etats d’arnes’ is, above all, the basic experience 
connecting the various tendencies of modern painting, the 
futurism of the Italians with the expressionism of Chagall, and 
the cubism of Picasso wilh the surrealism of Giorgio de Chirico 
or Salvador Dali. Bergson discovered the counterpoint of spiritual 
processes and the musical structure of their interrelationships. 
Just as, when wo listen properly to a piece of music, we liave in 
our ears the mutual connection of each new note with all those 
that have already sounded, so we always possess in our deepest 
and most vital experiences everything that we have ever expe^ri- 
enced and made our own in life. If we understand ourselves, w'e 
read our own souls as a musical score, we resolve the chaos of the 
entangled sounds and transform tliem into a polyphony of dif¬ 
ferent parts.—All art is a game with and a fight against chaos^ it 
is always advancing more and more dangerously towards chaos 
and rescuing more and more extensive provinces of the spirit 
from its clutch. If there is any progress in the history of art, then 
it consists in the constant growth of these provinces wrested from 
chaos. With its analysis of time, the film stands in the direct line 
of this development: it has made it possible to represent visually 
experiences that have previously been expressed only in musical 
forms. The artist capable of filling this new possibility, this still 
empty form, with real life has not yet arrived, however. 

The crisis of the film, which seems to be developing into a 
chronic illness, is due above all to the fact that the film is not finding 
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its writers or, to put it more accurately, the writers are not finding 
their way to the lilrn. Accustomed to doing as they like within 
their own four walls, tliey are now required to take into account 
producers, directors, script-writers, cameramen, art-directors and 
technicians of all kinds, although they do not acknowledge the 
authority of this spirit of co-operation, or indeed the idea of artistic 
co-operation at all. Their feelings revolt against tlie idea of the 
production of works of art being surrendered to a ajllective, to a 
‘concern’, and they feel that it is a disparagement of art that an 
extraneous dictate, or at best a majority, should have tlie last 
word in decisions of the motives of whicli they are often unable 
to account for themselves. From the point of view of the nine¬ 
teenth century, the situation with which the writer is asked to 
come to terms is quite unusual and unnatural. The atomized and 
uncontrolled artistic endeavours of the present now meet for the 
first time with a principle opposed to their anarcliy. For the mere 
fact of an artistic enterprise based on co-operation is evidence of 
an integrating tendency of which—if one disregards the theatre, 
whei'e it is in any case more a matter of the reproduction than the 
production of works of art—there had really been no perfect 
example since the Middle Ages, and, in particular, since the 
masons’ lodge. How far removed him production still is, however, 
from the generally accepted principle of im artistic co-operative 
group, is shown Jiot only by the inability of most WTiters to 
establish a connection with the film, but also by such a pheno¬ 
menon as Chaplin, who believes that he must do as much as 
pt^Kssible in his films on his owm: the acting of the main part, the 
direction, the script, the iin:isic. But even if it is only the begin¬ 
ning of a new method of organized art production, the, for the 
present, still empty framework of a new- integration, neverthe¬ 
less, here too, as in the whole economic, social and political life of 
the present age, what is being striven for is the comprehensive 
planning witliout which both our cultural and material world 
threaten to go to pieces. We are confronted liere wdth the same 
tension as w^e find throughout our social life: democracy and dic¬ 
tatorship, specialization and integration, rationalism and irra¬ 
tionalism, colliding with each other. But if even in the field 
of economics and politics planning cannot always be solved by 
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imposing rules of conduct, it is all the less possible in art, where 
all violation of spontaneity, all forcible levelling down of taste, all 
institutional regulation of personal initiative, are involved in great 
though certainly not such mortal dangers as is often imagined. 

But how, in an age of the most extreme specialization and tlie 
most sophisticated individualism, are harmony and an integra¬ 
tion of individual endeavours to be brought about? How, to speak 
on a practical level, is the situation to be brought to an end in 
which the most poverty-stricken literary inventions sometimes 
underlie the tecliriically most successful films? It is not a question 
of competent directors against incompetent writers, but of two 
phenomena belonging to different periods of time—the lonely, 
isolated writer dependent on his own resources and the problems 
of the film which can only be solved collectively. The co-operative 
film-unit anticipates a social technique to which we are not yet 
equal, just as the newly invented camera anticipated an artistic 
technique of which no one at the time really knew the range and 
power. The reunion of the divided functions, first of all the per¬ 
sonal union of the director and the author, which has been sug¬ 
gested as a way to surmount the crisis, would be more an evasion 
of the problem than its solution, for it would prevent but not 
abolish the specialization that has to be overcome, would not 
bring about but merely avoid the necessity of the planning which 
is needed. Incidentally, the monistic-individual principle in the 
discharge of the various functions, in place of a collectively 
organized division of labour, corresponds not merely externally 
and technically to an amateurish method of working, but it also 
involves a lack of inner tension which is reminiscent of the 
simplicity of the amateur film. Or may the whole effort to 
achieve a production of art based on planning only have been a 
temporary disturbance, a mere episode, which is now being swept 
away again by the torrent of individualism? May the film be per¬ 
haps not the beginning of a new artistic era, but merely the 
somewhat hesitant continuation of the old individualistic culture, 
still full of vitality, to which we owe tlie whole of post-medieval 
art?—Only if this were so, would it be possible to solve the film 
crisis by the personal union of certain functions, tliat is, by partly 
surrendering the principle of collective labour. 
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The film crisis is, however, also connected with a crisis in the 
public itself. The millions and millions who fill the many thou¬ 
sands of cinemas all over the world from Hollywood to Shanghai 
and from Stockholm to Cape Town daily and hourly, this unique 
world-embracing league of mankind, have a very confused social 
structure. The only link between these people is that they all 
stream into the cinemas, and stream out of them again as amor¬ 
phously as they are pumped inj they remain a heterogeneous, 
inarticulate, shapeless mass with the only common feature of 
belonging to no uniform class or culture. This mass of cinema- 
goers can hardly be called a ‘public’ proper, for only a more or 
less constant group of patrons can be described as such, one which 
is able to some extent to guarantee the continuity of production in 
a certain field of art. Public-like agglomerations are based on 
mutual understanding; even if opinions are divided, they diverge 
on one and the same plane. But with the masses who sit together 
in the cinemas and who have undergone no previous common 
intellectual formation of any kind, it would be futile to look for 
such a platform of mutual understanding. If they dislike a film 
there is such a small chance of agreement amongst them as to 
the reasons for their rejection of the film that one must assume 
that even general approval is based on a misunderstanding. 

The homogeneous and constant public units which, as medi¬ 
ators between the art producers and the social strata with no real 
interest in art, had always discharged a fundamentally con¬ 
serving function were, as we know, disvsolved with the advancing 
democratization of the enjoyment of art. The bourgeois subscrip¬ 
tion audiences of the state and municipal theatres of the last cen¬ 
tury still formed a more or less uniform, organically developed 
body, but with the end of the repertory theatre even the last re¬ 
mains of this public were scattered and since then an integrated 
audience has come into being only in particular circumstances, 
though in some cases the size of such audiences has been bigger 
than ever before. It was on the whole identical with the casual 
cinema-going public which has to be caught by new and original 
attractions every time and over and over again. The repertory 
theatre, the serial performance theatre and the cinema mark the 
successive stages in the democratization of art and the gradual 
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loss of the festive character that was formerly more or less the 
propei ty of every form of theatre. The cinema takes the final step 
on this road of profanation, for even to attend the modern metro¬ 
politan theatre showing some popular play or otlier still demands 
a certain internal and external preparation—in most cases seats 
have to be booked in advance, one has to keep to a fixed time and 
to prepare for an occupation that will fill the whole evening—- 
whereas one attends the cinema en passant^ in one’s everyday 
clothes and at any time during the continuous performance. The 
everyday point of view of the film is in perfect accordance with 
the improvisation and unpretentiousjioss of cinorna-going. 

The film signifies the first attempt since the beginning of our 
modern individualistic civilization to produce art for a mass 
public. As is known, the clianges in the structure of the theatre 
and readijig public, connected at the beginning of the last cen- 
luiy wdth the rise of tlie boulevard play and the feiiilleton novel, 
formed the real beginning of the democratization of art which 
reaches its culmination in mass attendance of cinemas. The tran¬ 
sition from the private theatre of the princes’ courts to the bour¬ 
geois state and municipal theatre and then to tJie theatre ti'usts, 
or from the opera to the operetta and then to the revue, marked 
the separate phases of a development characterized by the effort 
to capture ever wider circles of consumers, in order to cover the 
costs of the growing investments. The outfit for an operetta could 
still bo sustained by a medium-sized theatre, that of a r(?vue or a 
large ballet had already to travel from one big city to the next^ in 
order to amortise the invested capital, the cinema-goers of the 
whole world have to contribute to the financing of a big film. 
But it is this fact that determines the influence of tlie masses on 
the production of art. By their mere prc^sence at theatrical per¬ 
formances in Athens or the Middle Ages they were never able to 
influence the ways of art directly, only since they liave come on 
the scene as consumers and paid the full price for their enjoyment, 
have the terms on which they hand over their shillings become 
a decisive factor in the history of art. 

There has always been an element of tension between the 
quality and the popularity of art, which is not by any means to 
say that the broad masses of the people have at any time taken a 
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stand against qualitatively good art in favour of inferior art on 
principle. Naturally, the appreciation of a more complicated art 
presents them with greater difficulties than the more simple and 
less developed, but the lack of adequate understanding does not 
necessarily prevent them from accepting this art—albeit not 
exactly on account of its aesthetic quality. Success with them is 
completely divorced from qualitative criteria. They do not react 
to what is artistically good or bad, but to impressions by which 
they feel themselves reassured or alarmed in their own sphere of 
existence. They take an interest in the artistically valuable, pro¬ 
vided it is presented so as to suit their mentality, that is, provided 
the subject-matter is attractive. The chances of success of a good 
film are from this point of view better from the very outset than 
thor^e of a good painting or poem. For, apart from the film, pro¬ 
gressive art is almost a closed book today for the uninitiated j it is 
intrinsically unpopular, because its means of communication 
liave become transformed in the course of a long and self-con¬ 
tained development into a kind of secret code, whereas to learn 
the newly developing idiom of the film was child’s play for even 
the most primitive cinema public. From this happy constellation 
one would be inclined to draw far-reaching optimistic conclusions 
for the future of the film, if one did not know that that kind of 
intellectual concord is nothing more than the state of a para¬ 
disian childhood, and is probably repeated as often as new arts 
arise. Perhaps all the cinematic means of expression will no 
longer be intelligible even to the next generation, and certainly 
the cleft will sooner or later arise that even in this field separates 
the layman from the connoisseur. Only a young art can be popu¬ 
lar, for as soon as it grows older it is necessary, in order to under¬ 
stand it, to be acquainted with the earlier stages in its develop¬ 
ment. To understand an art means to realize the necessary 
connection between its formal and material elements^ as long as 
an art is young, there is a natural, unproblematical relation be¬ 
tween its content and its means of expression, that is to say, there 
is a direct path leading from its subject-matter to its forms. In 
the course of time these forms become independent of the 
thematic material, they become autonomous, poorer in meaning, 
and harder to interpret, until they become accessible only to a 
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quite small stratum of the public. In the film this process has 
hardly begun, and a great many cinema-goers still belong to the 
generation which saw the birth of the film and witnessed the full 
significance of its forms. But the process of estrangement already 
makes itself felt in the present-day director’s forgoing of most of 
the so-called ‘cinematic’ means of expression. The once so popu¬ 
lar effects produced by different camera-angles and manoeuvr- 
ings, changing distances and speeds, by the tricks of montage and 
printing, the close-ups and the panoramas, the cut-ins and the 
flash-backs, the fade-ins, fade-outs and dissolves, seem affected 
and unnatural today, because the directors and cameramen are 
concentrating their attention, under the pressure of a second, 
already less film-minded generation, on the clear, smooth and 
exciting narration of a story and believe they can learn more 
from the masters of the ‘pifece bien faite’ than from the masters 
of the silent film. 

It is inconceivable that, in the present stage of cultural 
development, an art could begin all over again, even though, like 
the film, it has completely new means at its disposal. Even the 
simplest plot has a history and bears within it certain epic and 
dramatic formulae of the older periods of literature. The film, 
whose public is on the average level of the petty bourgeois, 
borrows these formulae from the light fiction of the upper 
middle class and entertains the cinema-goers of today with the 
dramatic effects of yesterday. Film production owes its greatest 
successes to the realization that the mind of the petty bourgeois 
is the psychological meeting place of the masses. The psyclio- 
logical category of this human type has, however, a wider range 
than the sociological category of the actual middle class 5 it 
embraces fragments of both the upper and the lower classes, that 
is to say, the very considerable elements who, where they are not 
engaged in a direct struggle for their existence, join forces unre¬ 
servedly with the middle classes, above all in the matter of enter¬ 
tainment. The mass public of the film is the product of this 
equalizing process, and if the film is to be profitable, it has to base 
itself on that class from which the intellectual levelling proceeds. 
The middle class, especially since the ‘new middle class’, with its 
army of ‘employees’, minor civil servants and private officials, 
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commercial travellers and shop-assistants, has come into being, 
has hovered ‘between the classes’ and has always beeti used to 
bridge the gaps between them.** It has always felt menaced from 
above and below, but has preferred to give up its real interests 
rather than its hopes and alleged prospects. It has wanted to be 
reckoned as part of the bourgeois upper class, although in reality 
it shared the lot of the lower class. But without a clear-cut and 
clarified social position no coherent consciousness and consistent 
outlook on life is possible, and the film producer has been able to 
rely quite safely on the disorientation of these rootless elements 
of society. The petty bourgeois attitude to life is typified by a 
thoughtless, uncritical optimism. It believes in the ultimate un¬ 
importance of social differences and, according^, wants to see 
films in which people simply walk out of one s(x;ial stratum into 
another. For this middle class the cinema gives the fulfilment to 
the social romanticism which life never realizes and the lending 
libraries never realize so deceptively as tlie film with its illu- 
sionism. ‘Everyone is the architect of his own fortune’, that is its 
supreme belief and climbing the basic motif of the wish-fantasies 
which entice it into the cinema. Will Hays, the one-time ‘film 
czar’, was w'ell aware of that when he included in his directions 
for the American film industry the instruction, ‘to show the life 
of the upper classes’. 

The development of moving photography to the film as an 
art was dependent on two achievements: the invention of the 
close-up—attributed to the American director D. W. Griffith— 
and a new method of interpolation, discovered by the Russians, 
the so-called short cutting. The Russians did not, however, invent 
the frequent interruption of the continuity of a scene, the Ameri¬ 
cans had long had this means of producting excited atmospheres 
or dramatic accelerations at their disposal; but the new factor in 
the Russian method was the restriction, of the flashes to close-ups 
—forgoing the insertion of informative long-shots—and the 
shortening, pushed to the limits of perceptibility, of the indi¬ 
vidual shots. The Russians thereby succeeded in finding an 
expressionistic film style for the description of certain agitated 
moods, nervous rhythms and tearing speeds, which made 
possible quite new effects, unattainable in any other art. The 
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revolutionary quality of this montage tecluiique consisted, how¬ 
ever, less in the shorUiess of the cutting, in the speed and rhythm 
of the change of shots and in the extension of the boundaries of 
the cinematically feasible, than in the fact that it was no longer 
the phenomena of a homogeneous world of objects, but of quite 
heterogeneous elements of reality, that were brought face to face. 
Thus Eisenstein showed the following sequence in The Battleship 
Potemkin: men working desperately, eiigine-roorn of the cruiser^ 
busy hands, revolving wheels^ faces distorted with exertion, 
maximum pressure of the manometer; a cliest soaked with per¬ 
spiration, a glowing boiler; an arm, a wheel; a wheel, an arm; 
machine, man; machine, man; machine, man. Two utterly dif¬ 
ferent realities, a spiritual and a material, were joined logetlier 
hero, and not only joined but identified, in fact, the one proceed¬ 
ing from the other. But such a conscious and deliberate trespass¬ 
ing presupposed a philosophy which denies the autonomy of the 
individual sjdieres of life, as surrealism docs, and as liistorical 
materialism has done from the very beginning. 

That it is not simply a quCsStion of analogies but of equations, 
and that the confrontation of the different spheres is not merely 
metaphorical, becomes even more obvious when the montage no 
longer shows tw^o interconnected phenomena but only one and, 
instead of the one to be expected from the context, a substituted 
one. Thus, in the End of St, Petersburg^ Pudovkin shows a trem¬ 
bling crj^stal chandelier for the shattered power of the bour¬ 
geoisie; a steep, endless staircase on which a small human figure 
is laboriously climbing up for the olTicial hierarchy, its thousands 
of intermediary stages and its unattainable summit. In Eisen- 
stein’s October, the twilight of the Czars is represented by dark 
equestrian statues on leaning pedestals, quivering statues of 
the Buddha used as knick-knacks and shattered negro idols. In 
the Strike, executions are replaced by slaughter-house scejies. 
Throughout things take the place of ideas; things which expose 
the ideological character of ideas. A social-historical situation has 
hardly ever found a more direct expression in art than the crisis 
of capitalism and the Marxist philosophy of history in this mont¬ 
age technique. A tunic covered with decorations but without a 
head signifies the automatism of the war machine in these 
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Russian iilius^ now, strong soldiers’ bools, tlio blind brutality of 
military power. 'Fbus, in Potemkin^ we see cigaiu and again only 
these heavy, indestructible and merciless boots, instead of the 
steadily advancing Cossacks. Good boots are the ])i*econdition of 
military power, that is the meaning of this ‘pars pro toto’- 
montage, just as the m(*anijig of the ('arlier ('xample from Poteni’ 
kin was that the victorious masses are nothing but the personi¬ 
fication of the triumphant machine. Man, witli his ideas, faith, 
and hope is merely a function of the material world in wliicli he 
lives; tlie doctrine of historical materialism becomes the formal 
principle? of the art of the Russian lilrn. One must not forget, 
however, how far the film’s wdiole method of presentation, 
esp(?cially its tGclini(|ue of the close-up, which favours the descrip- 
tioji of the material retjuisites from tli(* outset and is calculated 
to give them an important motivating ]‘ 61 e, comes to meet this 
jnaterialism hall-way. On the other hand, the (piestion whether 
the whole of this technicpie, in which the ])io]K‘rties are put iji 
the foreground, is not itself alrcuidy a product of materialism 
cannot simply lx? dismissed. For the fact that the film is the 
creatioj] of the historical ej)och which has witnessed the ox]x)sur(3 
of the ideological basis of human thought is no more pure coinci¬ 
dence than the fact that the Russians have been the first classical 
exponents of this art. 

Film directors througliout the world, irrespective of national 
and ideological divergences, have adopted the stock foj-nis of tlie 
Russian film and thereby confirmed that as soon as the content 
has been translated into form, forjn can be taken over and used 
as a purely technical exj)edient, without the ideological back¬ 
ground from wdiich it lias emerged. The paradox of liistoricity 
and timelessness in art, to whicli Mai’X refers in his Introduction 
to the Critique of Political Economy^ is rooted in tliis capacity of 
form to become autonomous: ‘Is Achilles conceivable in an era of 
powder and lead?’ he asks. ‘Or for tliat matter the Iliad at all in 
these days of printing-press and press-jacks? Do not song and 
legend and muse necessarily lose their meaning in the age of the 
Press? But the difficulty is not that Greek art and epic are con¬ 
nected with certain forms of vsocial development, but rather that 
they still give us aesthetic satisfaction today, that in a sense they 
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act as a norm, as an unattainable paragon.’—Ihe works of Eisen- 
stein and Pudovkin are in some respects the heroic epics of the 
cinema^ the fact tliat they are regarded as models, independent of 
the social conditions which made their realization possible, is no 
more surprising than the fact that Homer still gives us supreme 
artistic satisfaction. 

The film is the only art in which Soviet Russia has important 
achievements to its credit. The affinity between the young com¬ 
munist state and the new form of expression is obvious. Both are 
revolutionary phenomena moving along new paths, without a 
historical past, without binding and crippling traditions, without 
presuppositions of a cultural or routine nature of any kind. The 
film is an elastic, extremely malleable, unexhausted form which 
offers no inner resistance to the expression of the new ideas. It is 
an unsophisticated, popular means of communication, making a 
direct appeal to the broad masses, an ideal instrument of propa¬ 
ganda the value of which was immediately recognized by Lenin. 
Its attraction as an irreproachable, that is to say, historically un¬ 
compromised, entertainment was so great from the point of view 
of communist cultural policy from the very outset, its picture- 
book-like style so easy to grasp, the jKXssibility of using it to 
propagate ideas to the uiieducated so simple, that it seemed to 
have been specially created for the purj)oses of a revolutionary 
art. Tlie film is, moreover, an art evolved from the spiritual 
foundations of technics and, therefore, all the more in accordance 
with the problems in store for it. The machine is its origin, its 
medium and its most suitable subject. Films are ‘fabricated’ and 
they remain tied to an apparatus, to a machine in a narrower 
sense than the products of the other arts. The machine here stands 
both between the creative subject and his work and between the 
receptive subject and his enjoyment of art. The motory, the 
mechanical, the automatically moving, is the basic phenomenon 
of the film. Running and racing, travelliug and flying, escape 
and pursuit, the overcoming of spatial obstacles is the cinematic 
theme par excellence. The film never feels so much in its element 
as when it has to describe movement, speed and pace. The 
wonders and mischievous tricks of instruments, automata and 
vehicles are among its oldest and most effective subjects. The old 
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film comedies expressed sometimes naive admiration, at others 
arrogant contempt for technics, but they were in most cases the 
self-teasing of man caught in the wheels of a mechanized world. 
The film is above all a ‘photograph’ and is already as such a 
technical art, with mechanical origins and aiming at mechanical 
repetition,®’ in other words, thanks to the cheapness of its repro¬ 
duction, a popular and fundamentally ‘democratic’ art. It is per¬ 
fectly comprehensible that it suited bolshevism with its roman¬ 
ticism of the machine, its fetishism of technic.s and its admiration 
for efficiency. Just as it is also comprehensible that the Russians 
and the Americans, as the two most technically-minded peoples, 
were partners and rivals in the development of this art. The film 
was, however, not only in accord with their technicism, but also 
with their interest in the documentary, the factual and the 
authentic. All the more important works of Russian film art are 
to some extent documentary films, historical documents of the 
building up of the new Russia, and the best we owe to the 
American film consists in the documentary reproduction of 
American life, of the everyday routine of the American economic 
and administrative machine, of the skyscraper cities and the 
Middle West farms, the American police and the gangster world. 
For a film is the more cinematic, the greater the share extra¬ 
human, material facts have in its description of reality, in other 
words, the closer the connection in this description between man 
and the world, the personality and the milieu, the end and the 
means. 

This tendency to the factual and the authentic—to the ‘docu¬ 
ment’—is evidence not only of the intensified hunger for reality 
characteristic of the present age, of its desire to be well informed 
about the world, with an activistic ulterior motive, but also of 
that refusal to accept the artistic aims of the last century which is 
expressed in the flight from the story and from the individual, 
psychologically differentiated hero. This tendency, which is tied 
up, in the documentary film, with an escape from the professional 
actor, again signifies not only the desire that is always recurring 
in the history of art, to show the plain reality, the unvarnished 
truth, unadulterated facts, that is, life ‘as it really is’, but very 
often a renunciation of art altogether. In our age the prestige of 
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the aesthetic is being undermined in many ways. The docu¬ 
mentary film, photograpliy, newspaper reports, the reportage 
novel, are ]io longer art in the ol(i sense at all. Moreovc'r, the most 
intelligent and the most gifted representatives of tliese genres do 
not in any way insist that their products should be described as 
Svorks of art’5 they ratlier take the view that art has always been 
a by-product and arose in the service of an ideologically condi¬ 
tioned purpose. 

In Soviet Russia it is regarded wholly as a means to an end. 
This litilitarianism is, of course, conditioned above all by tlie need 
U) })lace all available means in the service of communist recon- 
striiclion and to exterminate tlie aestheticism of bourgeois culture 
which, with its ‘Part pour Part’, its contemplative and quietistic 
attitude to life, implies the greatest possible danger for the social 
revolution. It is the awareness of this danger that makes it im¬ 
possible for the architects of communist cultural policy to do jus¬ 
tice to the artistic developments of the last hundred years and it 
is the denial of this development which makes their views on art 
seem so old-fashioned. They would prefer to put back the his¬ 
torical standing of art to the level of the July monarcliy, and it is 
not only in the novel that tliey have in mind the realism of the 
middle of the last century, in the other arts, particulaily in 
painting, they encourage the same tendency. In a system of uni¬ 
versal planning and in the midst of a struggle for mere existence, 
art cannot be left to work out its own salvation. But regimenta¬ 
tion of art is not without risks even from the point of view of the 
immediate aim5 in the process it must also lose much of its value 
as an instrument of propaganda. 

It is certainly correct that art has produced many of its 
greatest creations under compulsion and dictation, and that it 
had to conform to the washes of a ruthless despotism in the 
Ancient Orient and to tlie demands of a rigid authoritarian cul¬ 
ture in the Middle Ages. But even compulsion and censorship 
have a different meaning and effect in the different periods of 
history. The main difference between the situation today and 
that of former ages is that w^e find ourselves at a point in time 
after the French Revolution and nineteenth-century liberalism 
and that every idea that w^e think, every impulse that we feel, is 
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permeated by this liberalism. One might well ai gue I bat Chris¬ 
tianity also had to destroy a very advanced and comj)aiatively 
liberal civilization and that medieval art sprang from very modf'st 
beginnings^ one must not forget, however, that early Christian 
art did in fact make an almost completely fi esh start, whereas 
Soviet Russian art starts out from a style which was lustorically 
alrc^ady highly develoj:)ed, althougli it is jnuch behind the times 
today. But even if one were' willing to assume tlial the sacrifices 
demajjded are the price of a new ^Cotliic’, th(n(; is no kind of 
guarantee tliat this ^Gothic’ would iiot again become, as in the 
Middle Ages, the exclusive possession of a coniparativcdy small 
cultured elite. 

The problem is not to confine art to tlie pr(‘S(mt-day horiznn 
of t lie broad masses, liut to exterid the horizon of the masses as 
much as possible. The way to a genuine appreciation of ai*t is 
through education. Not the violent simplification oi* art, but the 
training of tlie capacity for aesthetic judgement is the means by 
v\hich the constant monopolizing of art by a small minority can 
be prevented. Here too, as in the whole field of cultural policy, 
tiu' great difficulty is that every arliitrary inlorruplion of the 
development evades the real probknn, that is, ci’oates a situaiioji 
ill wliich the prolikmi does not arise, and therefoi e merely jiost- 
pones the task of finding a solution. There is today liardly any 
practicable way leading to a primitive and yet valuable art. 
Genuine, progressive, creative art can only mean a complicated 
art today. It will never be jiossible for everyone to enjoy and 
appreciate it in ecpial nieasuro, but the share of tlie broader 
masses in it can be increased and deepened. The preconditions of 
a slackening of the cultural monopoly an? aliove all economic and 
social. We can do no other lliaii fight for the creation of these 
preconditions. 
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455,621,668, 787, 885-8,914 f. 
Agon, 86 

Aix-la-Chapelle, 160, 161,204 
‘Alchimie du verbe’, 898 
Arnadis, 525 
Amateurs, 165, 501 
Amiens Gospel-Book, 195 
Armnla, 519 
Amsterdam, 464, 472 
Anabaptism, 567 

Ancient-Oriental art, and cultus, 48 
impersonal character of, 49 
practical tasks of, 48 f. 
as a profession, 45 
city life, 44 f. 
money economy, 45 
political coercion and artistic 
quality, 46 


Ancient-Oriental priests and kings as 
patrons, 47 f. 
sepulchral art, 48 f. 
nmiple and palace households, 47 
trade and handicraft, 45 
traditionalism, 45 
Anglo-Saxon miniatures, 150, 162 
Animism, 55, 55 
and art, 55 
and niagui, 55 

Anna Karenina, 757, 848, 861, 866, 
868 

Anti-impressionism, 950 f. 
Anti-naturalism, 950 f. 

and conservatism, 880 If. 
Anti-philistinism, 902 f., 916 f. 

in England, 902 f. 

Antigone, 108 

Anmerp, 565, 596, 466, 467, 472 
Apoxyomenos, 105 
Arabic court poetry, 221 
Arazzi (Raphael), 546 
Arcadian ideal, 515, 520 
Archaeological classicism, 651-4 
Archaeology and anthropology, 57 
Archaic ‘ApoUos’, 86 
Architecture as a profession, 555 f. 
Arci^, 84, 115 
Argonautica, 215 
Aristocratic moral concepts, 459 f. 
Aristocracy and the bourgeoisie, 
amalgamation of, 506 f. 
‘Arsenal’, 678, 681 
A rebours, 886 f. 

Arrrumce, 749 
Art, collectors, 500 f. 
criticism, 586 f. 
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Art as an educator, 340 
exhibitions, 649 f., 681 
and handicraft, 127, 821-4 
and industrialization, 819, 821 ff. 
instruction, 383 ff., 651 
and leisure, 41 f. 
and machine, 822 f. 
market, 127, 300, 65.3 
and prosperity, 40, 94 
public, 450, 469, 648 f. 

progressive and conservative, 
449 f. 

as pure form, 91 f., 94 
as relaxation, 796 f. 
and religion, 89 f. 
and science, 321 f., 332 f. 

‘Art of Versaillt*s’, 449 
Artificiality, cult of, 885 ff. 

Artist, as a craftsman, 76, 124, 127 
colonies, 777 f. 
freedom and security of, 473 
-magician, 39 f., 72 
and the work of art, 109 f,, 125, 
129 f., 319, 326, 328 f. 

Artists, and art dealers, 468 f. 
and the bourge*oisie, 786 f., 890 f. 
and posterity, 528 f. 
and prostitutes, 890 
way of life of, 786 f. 
workshop organization of, 470 
Artistic activity as a side-line, 41 
‘Artistic intention’ {Kunstu'ollm), 135, 
475, 660 

and technique, 241 
Artistic proletariat, 787 
quality and sociology, 103 
Arts, order of prtjcedeiice in, 322, 384 
unity of, 587 
Asia Minor, 76, 81, 93 
Astrde,, 519, 756 
Assyrian art, 66 
‘Doorkeepers’, 65 

Athens, 89, 95, 96, 97, 100, 105, 111, 
113, 127, 281, 284 
Athletic contests, 126, 127 


Aucassin et Nicolette^ 267 
Audiences, 98, 99 
Augustan age, 119, 120 
Autobiography, 117 
‘Automatic method of writing’, 935 f. 
Autonomy of art, 91-4, 330 ff. 
of cultural forms, 91-4, 136 
of mind, 667 
Avignon, 289, 341 
Axely 886 

Babylonian art, 65 f. 

commerce and finance, 65 
‘Bad taste’, 533, 796 f. 

Barbizon, School of, 777 f., 805, 878 
Bards, 77 f. 

Baroque, 626, 627, 631 
a-tectonii: structure of, 427 
basic concepts of, 426 - 9 
f)f the Catholic Church, 423, 435 ff. 
Church art, 433, 456 
cinernatk' featun's of, 427 
and classicism, 627 
classicism of, 423 f., 441-4, 452 
dissolution of, 503 f., 512 
and the xMidillr Ag(‘s, 442.444 
(H)ncept of, 423 -33 
concept of the Universe, 431 f. 
cosmic world-view of, 431 f. 
of the courts, 423, 440 8 
dejnocratization of (ihurch art, 435 
devotional image, 454 
dynamic quality of, 426 f. 
and impressionism, 425 
and mannerism, 425,433,43(), 437 
naturalism of, 424 
olficial and non-official trend of, 
449 

papal art patronage, 436 
painterly quality of, 426 
piety, 435 

ramifications of, 423 f., 431 
and Renaissance, 428 f., 432 
rtivalnation of, 424 f. 

-rococo tradition, 502 
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Baroque, sociological presuppositions 
of, 426 
space, 426 f. 

striving for the infinite, 428,432 f. 
striving for nnity, 428 
Bayeux Tapestry, 1S)5 f. 

Bayreuth, 811 
BeneclictiiK? rule, 152, 174 
Beowulf, 75, 164, 165, 166 
Bildun^roman, 737, 739, 848 
Biograpliy, 103, 112, 117 f. 

Boetian ])easantry, 81 
Boheine, 681 f, 683, 702, 709, 774, 
781, 891^5, 903 f. 
ramifications of, 892-5 
Boheniianisrn, 339 f., 621 
Bologna, 279, 523, 518 
Bonapartism, 685, 748 
Boulevard theatres, 687-90 
Bourgeois classicism, 731, 734 
‘idealism’, 795 
self-criticism, 785, 919 
Bourgeoisie, and aristocracy in the 
Middle Ages, 256 
and art, 620 f. 

in the 19th century, 715, 722 f., 
757, 759, 769, 770 f 
crisis of, 928 
‘ Bovarysjn’, 790 
Bozzetti, 328 
Breton romances, 212 
Brothers Karamazov, The, 848, 851, 
856 

Brumaire 18, 659 
Brussels, 396, 467 
Bucolic ideal, 514 f., 520 
Building-site and workshop, 250 f. 
Burgundian court, 262 
Bushman art, 37 
Byronic hero, 699-702 
Byzantine architecture, 143 f. 
aristocracy, 140 
art, 142-5, 149 f., 162, 189 
formalism of, 143, 150 
tradition, 287 


Byzantine court, 139, 141 
art at, 142 f. 
economy, 139 
image worship, 147 f. 
landowners, 140, 142, 145 f. 
miniature painting, 144 
monastic art, 144, 150 
monasticism, 148 ff., 152 
mosaics, 143 f. 
portraiture, 145 
thc^ocracy, 141 
urban life, 140 
Byzantium, 138-41 

(!^aesaropapisji i, 140 
Capitalism, 284 ff., 296, 565 ff., 402, 
813, 870 

in the 19th century, 716, 720-3, 
755 ff., 759, 770 ‘ 
crisis of, 927 f. 
and individualism, 186 
Cappella Paolina, 571, 376 
Carolingian art, 161 ff., 189, 190, 
195 

civilization, nomadic character of, 
165 

court style, 161 
impressiojiism, 161 
miniature painting, 162 f. 
monastic workshops, 163 
Ueuaissance, 160-2, 172 
and Christian antiquity, 160 
Cassoni, 301, 314, 518 
Castle of Otranto, 561 
Catacomb paintings, 154 
Catiiedral schools, 158 
Celadon, 523 

Central perspective, 275 f, 277, 
353 ff. 

Change of style, 450 
Chanson de la mal rnaride, 222 
Chanson de Roland, 170, 172, 175, 
228 

Chansons de geste, 170 f., 212, 215, 
227 
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Charlemagne’s court, 160 
literary academy, 160 
palace school, 160 
palace workshop, 160, 163 
Chartres, 178, 235, 248, 267 
Chartreuse de Parme^ 728, 740, 741, 
746, 748, 749 

Chef-d^omvre inconnUy 767, 837 
Child art, 24 

Chivalry, 396-9, 401, 405 f. 
defeat of, 254 f. 
novels of, 396, 399 
parody of, 399 f. 

Christ, image of, 155, 143, 147, 195 
Cid, 626 

Cinematographic style, 122 
Cinquecento, 524, 532, 342, 344-52, 
354 

anti'emotioiiaUsrn of, 347 
authoritarian principles of, 548 
classicism of, 344-8 
formalism of, 347 f,, 552 
Ciompi revolt, 282, 288, 292 
Clans, in Greece, 78 
Clarissa Harlowe, 737 
Class struggle, 716, 717, 720, 758 
in England, 815, 832 
Classicism, 344-52, 354 f., 445 f., 
623-35 

and the aristocracy, 451 f., 625, 
626 f. 

and the bourgeoisie, 451 f., 623, 
626, 627 

formalism of, 630 
and idealism, 97 
and naturalism, 452 
and rationalism, 451 f., 625 f. 
and republican virtues, 655 
and the Revolution, 635 
and romanticism, 644 
‘Closed household economy’, 184 
Cluniac movement, 187, 193 
Collective art production, 180, 247, 
947 

‘Collective genius’, 77 


Cologne, 176, 248 
Coloiiate, 124, 182 
Comddie huniaine, 755, 758, 761, 763, 
764, 765, 767, 790 
Commcdia de^Warte, 417, 688 
Commercialism, 285 
Common people and art, 395 f. 
Ciomnumal poetry, 165 
Competition, lack of, in the Middle 
Ages, 185 

Compostella, 170, 171 
Concordat, 646, 724 
and art, 646 

*Condition-of-Eiigland’ problem, 824 
Conferences of the Paris Academy, 
" 385, 447 f. 

Connoisseurs, 301, 310 
and laymen, 450 
‘Conscious self-deception’, 400 
‘Conspicuous leisure’, 130 
Constant factors of evolution, 271 
Consulate, 659, 646 
Constiintinople, 158-41 
‘Continuous’ representation, 122, 
238, 275, 490 
Convention, 665, 724 
G>pernican world-view, 431 f. 
Corbie, 176 
Corlegiano, 306 

Council of Trent, 368, 372, 375-9 
Counter-Reformation, 341, 359, 368, 
372, 375-9 
and art, 375 f. 
and baroque, 379 
atid mannerism, 379 
Country folk in art, 395 
Qmrtly art, 501 

Courtly-chivalric love, and clerical 
literature, 225 
cult of, 214-21 
fictitiousness of, 216 f. 
romances, 227 f., 231 f, 
sexual-psychological motives of, 
218 f. 

moral concepts, 210 
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Courtly-chivalric poetry, 164 f., 
214-24 

culture, feminine character of, 

212 f. 

Cr^y, 255 
Cretan art, 66 

anti-naturalistic conventions of, 69 
courtly-chivalrous features of, 69 
‘modernity* of, 69 
imturalism of, 68 f. 
stylistic freedom of, 67 f. 
standardization of, 70 
city life, 67 
social system, 67 

Crime and Punishment^ 851, 856 
Cromuell (V. Hugo), 681 
Cross-vaulting, 240 f. 

Cubism, 954, 946 


Dadaism, 932 f. 

Dame aux camdlias, 526, 799 
Dandyism, 903 f. 

‘Dark rhyming’, 225 
Darwinism in art theory, 475 
Decadent movement, 888 f. 
and dandyism, 904 
in England, 905 f. 

Decamerone, 506 
‘Decline of the West’, 930 
‘Deliberate self-deception’, 665 
Demi-monde, 799 
Democracy and individualism, 95 
Democratization of art, 959 
Dernodokos, 74, 75, 78 
Des Esseintes, 886 f., 888 
Des Grieux, 523, 524 
‘Detached intelligentsia’, 108, 837 
Diahle hoiteux, 524, 737 
Dialectic of artistic development, 630 
Dialectical thinking, 654 
Dichtung und fVahrheit, 697 
Dilettantism, 41, 336 
Dionysus worship, 100, 118 
Dipylon style, 81 f. 


Directoire, 639 ff. 

Dischi di parto, 301 
Discobolos, 101 

‘Discomfort with culture’, 891, 921 
DLscgno, 384 
Documentary film, 957 f. 

Domestic industry, 41 
Dominicans, 289 
Don Carlos, 592, 618 
Dojt Juan, 702 

Don Quixote, 254, 398 -401,406, 544, 
736, 916 

Dorian invasion, 76 
nobility, 88 
jK^asantry, 81 
sculpture, 83 
Doryphoros, 194 
Dramatic unitie^s, 443 f., 625 
and naturalism, 625 
Drawings, 328 

in the Middle Ages, 329 
in the Renaissance, 329 
Dual morality, 374 
‘Duality of truth’, 235 
Dutch art market, 463, 465-70 
patronage, 463 
production, 466 f. 
public, 463—7, 469 
stratification of, 463 ff. 
artists’ workshop, 471 
bourgeoisie, 459 f. 
capitalism, 460 
economic prosperity, 459 f. 
fine art trade, 467-70 
liberalism, 459 
middle-class art, 462 
middle-class culture, 461, 464 
nobility, 460 f. 

painters, economic situation of, 
467, 469-70, 472 
painting, 433 

classical-humanistic tendencies 
in, 463 f. 
genres of, 461 f. 
middle-class character of, 461 ff. 
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Dutch painting, naturalism of, 462, 
464 

specialization in, 468 f. 
Protestantism, 458 f. 
and art, 461 

Early Christian art, 132 

anti-naturalism of, 133, 137 f. 
froiitality of, 133, 138 
simplifications of, 135, 138 
Eclecticism, 115, 771, 934 
flcolc de bon sejis, 731, 734 
Economic liberalism, 555, 813, 814 
rationalism, 274, 284 ff., 397, 716 
‘Economy without outlets’, 184 
Enlightenment, 266, 534, 544, 556, 
568 f., 595, 606, 610, 813 
and Germany, 593, 604 
rationalism of, 593, 604 f. 

Edict of Toleration and art, 155 
Vacation sentimentale, 734, 738, 781, 
783, 789, 790, 791, 792 
Egyptian aristocracy, 58, 62, 64 
and art, 61 

art, academic character of, 52 
in the age of Akhenaton, 59 f. 
‘completing’ technique of, 56 
conventionalism of, 54, 60 
education, 52 
formalism of, 56, 58 
froiitality of, 56 f. 
of ilie Middle Kingdom, 53 ff. 
naturalism of, 55, 59, 60 
of the New Kingdom, 60 
of the Old Kingdom, 55 
stereotyping of, 54 
artistic production, rationalization 
of, 52 

artists, social position of, 49 f. 
bazaar system, 50 
bureaucracy, 62 
common people and art, 61, 63 
death masks, 55 f. 

‘folk art’, 60, 62 
middle class and art, 61 f. 


Eg 5 rptian provincial art, 64 
scribe and artist, 50 
stylistic dualism, 62 f. 
temple and palace workshops, 50 f. 
Eiglileenth-century drama, 578 f. 
characters of, 584 f. 
and classical drama, 578, 580 ff, 
583 f. 

freedom and necessity in, 588 
heroes of, 580 f. 
milieu description in, 583 
morality of, 587 
optimism of, 589 f. 
problem of guilt in, 585 
{)sychological motivation in, 586 f. 
Eighteen til century niusii:, 573-7 
audiences of, 575 f 
expressionism of, 576 f. 
and the middle class, 576 
Lied- and sonata form of, 574 
El Ainarna, 49, 56, 64 
Elizabetliaii courtly literature, 408 f. 
drama, 418 f, 420 
Englcind, 415 

j)atroTiage of literature, 410 
professional writers, 409 f. 
theatre, 409-15 

^ifernigr^ literature, 673, 677, 699 
Eaiinia Bovary, 570, 785, 790 
Emotionalism, 112, 347, 450, 629 
Emperors’ Gospel-Books, 162 
Enquire (of Napoleon), 639 f, 645 f, 
647, 674 

and art, 640 f, 645, 648, 653 
and romanticism, 646 
style, 640 
Encyclopddwy 570 

England in the eighteenth century, 
534, 537 f. 

English aristocracy, 534-9 
and bourgeoisie, 403 
bourgeoisie, crisis of, 901 f, 
capitalism, 555 f. 
garden, 561 
gentry, 401 f. 
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English lending libraries and literary 
production, 704 
liberalism, 534 
crisis of, 901 f. 

literary market in the eighteenth 
century, 548 IT. 
literary patronage, 542-6 
middle class, 401 IT., 538 f., 559 If. 
monarchy and Parliament, 535 IT. 

and the social classes, 534-9 
nobility, 401 ff., 405, 408 
novel, 703 f. 

Parliament, 534, 536 f. 
periodicals in the eigliteenth cen¬ 
tury, 542 T., 548 

reading public, 539-42, 548, 563, 
703 T., 824-9, 834 f., 906 
Renaissance literature, 408 f. 
Revolution, 536 

romanticism, 673 f., 680, 695, 
697 f. 

and conservatism, 695 f., 705 
and French romanticism, 695, 
699, 705 

and the Industrial devolution, 
696 

and liberalism, 695 f. 
and Napoleon, 695 f. 
and the novel, 703 ff. 
society in the eighteenth century, 
537 ff. 

upper classes, 534 f. 
writers in tlie eighteenth century, 
social and ecojiomic situation of, 
545-9 

Ennui^ 887, 909 
Equivocations, 39 
EroicUy 577 

Estrangement, idea of, in Russian 
literature, 860, 863 f. 

Eugenie Grander, 756, 765 
Expressionism, 934, 946 


Fabrice del Dongo, 743, 744,746, 750 
Fame, 73, 165 
jFh-/>r^s/o-iechnique, 356 
February revolution, 725 
Ferine gdridrale, 509, 532 
Fermiers gt^ndraux, 635 
Ferrara, 279, 305, 307, 518 
Fetes galantes, 513 f., 520, 522 
Feudal and urban nobility, 256 
Feudalism, 124, 145, 156 f., 181 ff., 
187 

Feuiileton, 726 f. 

Feuilloton novel, 726-9, 755 
Film, 121, 122, 358, 809, 939-45, 
946-58 

and artistic co-operation, 947 f. 
crisis of, 946 

and democratization of art, 949 f. 

documentary value of, 957 f. 

and drama, 940-2 

and dynamization of space, 940 f. 

and historical materialism, 954 f. 

and political propaganda, 956 

pubhc, 949-53 

simultaneity in, 943 

in Soviet-Russia, 956 ff. 

and space, 940 f. 

and spatialization of time, 942 f. 

and technics, 956 f. 

time in, 939-44, 946 

and writers, 947 f. 

Fine art trade, 302, 467-70 
Flanders, and France, 457 

organization of art production in, 
470 

Spanisli rule in, 456 f. 

Flemish aristocracy, 457 ff. 
art, 457 

Catliolicism, 457 ff. 
and Dutch baroque, 458 
society, 457 

Florence, 278, 279, 280-4, 288 ff., 
291-7, 305, 308 f., 315, 318, 
322, 340 f., 343, 360, 362 f., 
383 f., 389 f., 518 


Fable, 258 f. 
Fabliau, 203, 231 
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Florence, Baptistry, 285,299,317,336 
Campanile, 287, 299 
Cathedral, 287, 307 
S. Croce, 287, 300, 302 
S. Lorenzo, 300, 303 
S. Maria Novella, 287, 289, 318, 
323 

Spanish Chapel, 289 
Florentine art, 287, 289, 291-4 
maimerism, 387-90 
Folk art, 42, 151 
Folk epic, 164 f., 168 f., 175 
Folk poetry, 154, 164, 168 f., 173, 
258 f 

Polk song, 222 f., 259 
T^olk soul’, 247 
P"olk tlieatre, 414 
Folklore mysticism, 168 f. 
Fontainebleau, 360 
Forms, untruth of, 671 
Formalism and conservatism, 97 
Pbrmalistic conception of art, 331, 
341 

P’ormalizing of spiritual activities, 

92 f. 

Fourierites, 717, 750, 734 
Franciscan movement, 254, 276 
Franco-Burgundiau art, 272 
Franco-Flemish Gothic, 276 
PYankish aristocracy, 155 f. 

F’rederic Moreau, 570, 790 
‘Pree arts’, 322 
Pree competition, 813 
Freedom, problem of, in Russian 
literature, 861 ff. 

French absolutism, 438 f. 
and art, 442 

academic art theory, 448 f. 
academies, 444-8, 450, 675 
Academy of Fine Arts, 521 f., 639, 
649, 650 ff. 
aristocracy, 438 
and the bourgeoisie, 506 ff. 
in the eighteenth century, 506 ff. 
moral code of, 439 f. 


French art market, in tlie seventeenth 
century, 470 

artists and writers, economic situa¬ 
tion of, in tile seventeenth cen¬ 
tury, 470 

baroque classicism, 441-4, 448, 

451 f. 

bourgeoisie, 438, 506-12 
cultural ascent of, 508 
economic ascent of, 509 
and literature, 455, 510 
and the Revolution, 511 
Voltairianism of, 510 
classical art education, 444 ff. 
classical drama, 443 f. 
court art and literature, 440 ff., 
446 f. 

dissolution of, 504 ff. 
s(x:iety, 439 f. 

Revolution, 647, 674, 686, 688, 
720, 724, 742, 755, 781 f. 
and Academy, 649, 650 ff. 
and art, 638, 642, 643, 646, 648, 
650 

and art instruction, 651 
and artistic freedom, 644 
and artists, 652 
and the bourgeoisie, 647 
and the intellig(‘iitsia, 666 
and Napoleon, 640, 642 
and romanticism, 643, 653 
and theatre, 688 ff. 
romantic drama, 693 f. 

writers and painters, amalgama¬ 
tion of, 681 

romanticism, 675, 675-88 

anti-bourgeois mood of, 682 ff. 
aristocratism of, 682 
bohemianism of, 681 f., 683, 684 
and classicism, 675 
clericfilism of, 678, 682 
conservatism of, 678 
coteries of, 678-81 
cult of youth of, 683 
disillusionment of, 677 f. 
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French romanticism, and English 
romanticism, 673 f., 680 
and German romanticism, 680 
‘Fart pour Tart’ of, 681, 684 
liberalism of, 680 ff., 685 f. 
and literary parties, 676 f. 
pessimism of, 678 
and political parties, 675 
and the reading public, 676 
royalism of, 678 
school character of, 679 
its struggle for the theatre, 684 f. 
salons^ 440, 452—5 
and the court, 454 
and literature, 454 f. 
and modern psychology, 452 f. 
society in the eighteenth century, 
506-12 

state jiatronage, 444 If. 

Frontality, 56 f., 6v3, 65, 83, 1U5, 
123 f., 142, 143 
Functionalism in art, 240, 476 
‘Fundamental aspects’, 83, 102, 103 

Generation of 1830, 715 f., 719, 768 
disillusioiiincnt of, 719, 749 
Generation of 1848, 775 f. 

Gdniedu Christianisme, 646, 676 
Genius, 108, 109 f., 128, 130, 265, 
325, 526-30, 536, 549 f., 611 f. 
GentiLhornmey 510 
Geometrisrn, 50, 35, 41,81 f., 475 
German aeslheticizing of world-view, 
608 

anti-rationalism, 607 f., 614 f, 
classicism, 616-22 
liberalism of, 619 
middle-class character of, 619 f. 
conservatism and liberalism, 613 ff. 
idealism, 599, 605 f., 608 f. 
intelligentsia, 598, 605, 607 
anti-rationalism of, 607 f. 
and enlightenment, 594 
its estrangement from ])ubliclife, 
598 f. 


German middle class, 594 f., 598- 
601,604 

middle-class culture, 599 f., 602, 
619 f. 

literature, 602 ff. 
particularism, 596-600 
princely courts, 597 f. 
rationalism, 604, 613 ff. 
Reformation, 596 
rococo, 597, 602 
romanticism, 654, 655-73 

and Western romanticism, 653, 
662 f. 

Germany and the enlightenment, 
593, 594, 606 
Gesamtkwistwerky 810 
Ghent altar piece, 262 
Gil BLaSy 524, 737 
Goiigorism, 400, 454 
Gothic, 266 ff. 

Gothic accumulative composition, 

272 f. 

architecture, 192, 240, 242, 245 f. 
functionalism of, 240 
romantic interpretation of, 241 
art, 197, 232, 243 
cathedrals, 203 f., 244 ff. 
cyclical composition, 239 
description of nature, 234 
dualism, 235-8 
emotionalism, 243 
idealism, 256 f. 
individualism, 235 
juxtaposition, 238 
naturalism, 253 If., 267, 290 
pantheism, 254 
rationalism and irrationalism, 

239 ff. 

and Romanesque composition, 238 
sensitivity, 243 
subjectivism, 234 
virtuosity, 244, 252 
Grand Cyrus^ 736 
Grand fputy 522 
Grand Inquisitor, 860 
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‘Grand Opera’, 795, 809 ff. 

Grand siecle, 441 
Grande maniera^ 355 
Grande inaniere^ 440 
dissolution of, 512 f. 

Greek aestheticism, 111 f. 
archaic style, 82 f., 92 
aristocracy, 76, 80, 82, 83 ff., 88, 
95, 96,97, 102, 105, 114 
moral ideals of, 84, 104, 108 
poetry of, 84 f. 

aristocratic idea of beauty, 86 
art market, 116, 117 

patronage, 90, 108, 112, 127 
public, 116 

and religion, 89 f., 100 
artist as a craftsman, 76 

social status of, 72, 76, 127 ff 
audiences, 77, 79, 85, 98, 99, 109, 

no, 112 

bards, 75, 77 f, 

bourgeoisie, 84, 95, 96, 106, 110, 
114, 116, 126 

capitalism, 105, 111 f, 113 
dioirs, 85 f. 

clan state, 73, 78, 96, 102, 108 
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Leo X, 342 

Leonardo da Vinci, 305, 308, 312, 
313, 316, 318, 320, 321, 324, 
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Mairel, 626 

Maislre, Josepli de, 654,666, 747,844 
Majano, lieiiedetu* da, 503, 318, 335 
Makart, Mans, 811 
Malatesta, Sigisinoiido, 307 
Male, l!lmile, 496, 498 
Malebranche, 503 

Mallarnu^ Stephane, 883, 896-901, 
904, 907, 917, 933 
Malraux, Andre, 975, 977 
Malvasia, 353 
Man(4, 134, 878, 879 
Mann, Thomas, 570, 606, 713, 764, 
786, 869, 890 f., 922, 965, 970, 
971, 972, 974, 975, 976 
Mannheim, Karl, 480, 964, 965, 973, 
976 

Mantegna, 305 f., 307, 342 
Mantoux, Paul, 962, 963 
Manzoni, Alessandro, 667 
Maqnet, Auguste, 727 
Marcabru, 225, 226 
Marcel, Pierre, 961, 962 
Marie de Champagne, 212 
Marigny, 632 
Marino, 518 

Marivaux, 522, 525 ff., 531,666, 705, 
743, 848 

Marlowe, 406, 408, 418 
Marot, Clement, 517 
Marsan, Jules, 970 
Marschak, Jakob, 977 
Martelli, Roberto, 503, 314 
Martin, Alfred von, 486, 487, 494 
Martin, E. J., 482, 483 
Martin, Germain, 961 
Martin, W., 499 
Martineau, Henri, 970 
Martini, Simone, 288, 522 
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Martino, Pierre, 970 
Marx, 184, 373, 404, 571, 643, 739, 
758, 919, 920, 923, 955, 966, 
970 

Marzyiiski, Georg, 974, 975 
Masaccio, 272, 292, 293, 294, 295, 
502, 515, 321, 542 
Miisaryk, Th. G., 974 
Massis, Henri, 977 
Mathiez, Albert, 961 
Maupassant, 762, 781, 784, 792, 851, 
867, 881 

Man roil, Charles, 975 
Maurras, Charles, 929 
Maxiniian, 145 
Maximilian I, 565, 597 
Mayer, A. L., 496 
Maynial, Eilouard, 972 
Mazarin, 441, 451 
Mcder, Joseph, 495, 494 
Medici family, 279, 285, 297, 502, 
360, 363 

Medici, Alessandro, 565 
Medici, Cosiino, 285 f., 295,297, 500, 
502, 303 

Medici, Lorenzo, 269, 295 f., 500, 
505 ff, 507, 540, 518 
Medici, Piero, 500 
Mehriiig, Franz, 499, 964 
Meissinjr, Bruno, 478 
Meissonier, 778 
Melia, Jean, 970 
Melozzo da Forli, 342 
Mely, F. de, 485 
Menander, 118 
Mendes, Catidle, 900 
Menageot, 656 
Meiighin, O., 476, 477, 478 
Mengs, Anton Raffael, 502, 652, 636, 
650 

Mercier, 579, 581, 690, 695, 964 
Meredith, George, 906, 907 
Merezhkovsky, D., 866, 867, 974 
M^rim^e, 684, 689, 701, 710, 750, 
883 


Mesnil, Jacques, 494 
Metsu, 463 
Metternicli, 654 
Meulcn, van, 445 
Meusel, Friedrich, 965 
Meyer, Eduard, 478 
Meyer, Kuno, 483 
Meyerbeer, 713, 807, 809 ff. 
Michelangelo, 315, 315, 516, 317, 
318, 524 f., 335, 556, 342, 345, 
544, 545, 550, 354, 556, 359, 
569-72, 580, 384, 390, 591, 592, 
422 

Michelet, Jules, 268, 490, 725 
Michelozzo, 303, 315, 325 
Michels, Robert, 969 
Michels, Wilhelm, 498 
Middleton, Thomas, 419 
Milizia, Francesco, 498 
Mill, J. S., 836, 841 
Millet, 776, 777 
Miltiades, 96 
Milton, 517, 540 
Mira beau, 747 

Mirsky, D. S., 975, 974, 976 
Misch, Georg, 477, 478, 480 
Moeser, Justus, 844 
Molescholt, Jakob, 841' 

Moliere, 266,441,442,445,454,456, 
470, 504, 525, 527, 580, 581, 
688, 691, 804 
Momrnscjn, Th., 481 
Monet, Claude, 879 
Moimier, Philippe, 494 
Montaigne, 268, 452 
Monlegut, Simile, 780 
Montemayor, 517, 519 
Montesquieu, 658 
Mor, Anthony, 557 
More, 7'liomas, 545 
Mor6as, Jean, 896 
Moreau, Pierre, 967, 969 
Morisot, Berthe, 879 
Mornet, Daniel, 965 
Moro, Ludovico, 316, 324 
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Morris, Williain, 820 f., 823 f,, 905, 
972 

Moser, Hans Joachhn, 965 
Mozart, 531, 576, 577, 710, 712, 751, 
784, 808, 810 
Mulertt, W., 488 
Mueller, Adam, 654, 844 
Mueller, Eduard, 494 
Muenlz, Eug6nc, 496 
Muller, Jan Ilcrniensz de, 468 
Muinford, l-.ewis, 484, 963 
Murger, Henri, 774, 895, 894 
Murray, Gilbert, 480 
Musset, 667, 681, 684, 701,702, 710, 
750, 885, 888, 889, 904 

Mussolini, 816 

Myron, 95, 101 
Nadar, 895 

Nadeau, Maurice, 977 
Naiiteuil, Celeslin, 681 
Napoleon, 659 f., 642, 645, 646, 648, 
673, 674 f., 677, 685, 689, 695, 
696, 742, 745, 746, 747, 748 f., 
860 

Napoleon 11 f, 770, 775, 808, 811 
Naumann, Hans, 486 
Neri, Filippo, 572 
Nero, 129 

Nerval, Gerard de, 681,750, 889, 892 
Netscher, Caspar, 465 
Netterneiit, Alfred, 760, 969 
Neuinaiin, Carl, 276, 491, 500 
Neumann, Iriedrich, 487 
Neumann, Karl, 482 
Neuralh, O., 478, 479, 480, 481 
Neuss, Wilhelm, 482 
Nicholas 1, 845 
Nicholas of Cusa, 957 
Nicolai, Chr. Fr., 602 
Nicoll, Allardyce, 497 
Nietzsche, 270, 375, 490, 655, 811, 
812, 863, 883, 885, 886, 898, 
902, 916, 919, 920, 924, 928, 
972, 975, 976 


Nisard, D., 725, 752 
Nodier, diaries, 678, 681, 695 
Nollau, Alfred, 965 
Nordau, Max, 975 

Novalis, 603, 659, 664, 665, 666, 667, 
670, 671 


Obcu inaier, Hugo, 476, 477 
Offenliach, 797, 805-8 
Oldenbourg, Rudolf, 500 
Olscliki, Leonardo, 495 
Oppe, A. Paul, 972 
Oppcnlieimer, I'Vanz, 495 
Oraigna, Andrea, 289, 555 
()rt(‘ga y (basset, Jose, 659, 929, 967, 
969,977 
Ossian, 551, 645 
Ostade, Isaak van, 469, 470 
Ostrogorsky, Georg, 482 
Otto III, 195 
Otto, Walter, 478 
Otway, Thomas, 765 
Ovid, 214, 222 


Paganini, 712 

Paiva, l>a, 811 

Palestrina, 578 

Palla, Giov. Ratt. della, 502 

Palladio, 561 

Palmer, .loliii, 497 

Panofsky, Erwin, 554, 490, 494, 496 

Pamfili family, 457 

Paris,(;asion J 70, 222, 485, 487, 488 

Parmenides, 96 

Parmigianino, ">55, 556, 557, 580, 
581, 589 f. 

Pascal, 452, 441, 455 
Pater, Jean Rajitistc, 521 
Paler, Walter, 267, 803, 905 
Paul Til, 572 
Paul IV, 577 

15iulhan, Jean, 952 f., 955, 977 
Pdusanias, 86, 90 
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Pazzi family, 302 
Peele, George, 408 
Penni, Francesco, 343 
Pergolesi, 934 
Periander, 89 
Pericles, 96 

Perugino, 272, 303, 311, 318, 323, 
324, 341, 346, 370 
Peruzzi family, 281, 287 
Pernzzi, Baldassare, 336, 343 
Pesellino, 293, 297, 306 
Peter the Great, 844, 845 
Petersen, Julius, 965 
Petit de Julleville, 962, 966 
Petrarch, 266, 275, 332, 336, 517 
Petrashevsky, 851 
Petrie, Flinders, 61, 478 
Petri, J. S., 963 

Pevsner, Nikolaus, 495, 496, 499, 
962 

Peyre, Henri, 966 
Pfaiidl, I.udvvig, 495, 496 
Pharrliasius, 128 
Phelps, W. L., 963 
Phidias, 129 
Philemon, 150 
Philip of Orleans, 504 ff. 

Philip II, 560, 364, 598, 458 IT. 
Philippi, Adolf, 490 
Phrynichus, 100 
Piayzetta, Giambattista, 528 
Picard, Roger, 499 
Picasso, 931, 954 f., 946 
Pierre, J.-B.-M., 642 
Pigault-Lebrun, 755 
Piles, Roger de, 450 
Pillet, A., 487 

Pindar, 84, 85, 86, 89, 104, 110 
Pinder, Wilhelm, 489, 492, 495,496, 
497 

Piombo, Sebastiano del, 317, 343 
Piranesi, 633 

Pirenne, Henri, 482, 485, 485, 486, 
492, 499 

Pisanello, 266, 271, 291, 335, 630 


Pisarev, 846 
Pisistratus, 89, 100, 479 
Pissarro, Camille, 879 
Pius V, 377 

Pixer^court, Guilbert de, 691-4, 968 
Planche, Gustave, 732, 776, 780 
Plato, 96,109,110-12, 126,148,214, 
320, 339, 416, 697, 820, 884 
Platzhoff, Waller, 498 
Plekhanov, George, 966, 974 
Pliny, 86 

Plotinus, 128, 351, 608 
Plutarch, 129, 150, 481 
Poetzsch, Albert, 967 
Poelenburgh, Cornelis van, 463 
Poggi, Giov. Ratt., 515 
Pohlenz, M., 480 
Pokrovsky, M. N., 975 
Pole, Reginald, 569, 372 
Pollajuolo, Brothers, 511 
Pollajuolo, Atitonio del, 294, 300, 
303,311,512,313,314, 535 
Polycletus, 102, 105, 129 
Polycrates, 89, 479 
Polyguotus, 97, 129 
Pompadour, Mine de, 632 
Ponsard, Frangois, 731, 754 
Ponlmarlin, Arnauld de, 780 
Pontormo, 314, 555, 357, 580, 381, 
387 ff. 

Pope, Alexander, 541, 544, 546, 547, 
628, 629, 666, 702, 965 
Poussin, 424, 430, 441, 448, 451 f., 
520, 626 

Pozner, Vladimir, 974 
Praxiteles, 105, 117 
Predis, Evangelista da, 515 
Preger, Annilf, 489 
Preston, E., 970 

Prevost, Abb^, 522, 525-8, 666, 705, 
779 

Prior, Matthew, 545, 546 
Priscus, 166, 167 
Prcxihno, J., 486 
Proudhon, Pierre Joseph, 775 
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Proust, 568, 570, 715, 756, 754, 760, 
882, 884, 925 f., 956, 958, 959, 
944 f., 966, 970 
Prudhon, P., 645, 651 
Puccini, 892 

Pudovkin, V. I., 954, 956 
Pulci, Luigi, 269, 505, 599 
Puslikin, 667, 699, 702, 705, 705, 
706, 842, 864 

Quaratesi family, 299 
Quaratesi, Gastello, 502 
Qiiennell, Peter, 975 
Quercia, Jacopo della, 299 

Rabelais, 268 
Richel, Mile, 731 

Racine, 441, 445, 456, 470, 504, 525, 
526, 582, 623, 627, 688, 753, 
828 

Radcliffe, Mrs., 691 
Rajna, Pio, 170, 172, 484 
Raleigh, Sir Walter, 402 
Rambaud, Alfred, 486 
Rameau, 531 

Raphael, 49, 272, 312, 318, 324, 335, 
336, 340 f., 342, 543, 344, 346, 
350, 352, 354, 359, 362, 429, 
448, 471 

Raynaud, E., 975 
Read, Herbert, 477 
Reau, Louis, 484, 961 
Reich, Hermann, 479, 484 
Reinach, Salomon, 476 
Rembrandt, 422, 423, 424, 429, 448, 
464,465,467,469,472 f. 
Remusat, Charles, 780, 969 
Renan, 781, 889, 972 
Renard, Georges, 490, 491 
Renier, G. J., 499 
Renoir, 879 
Renouvier, Jules, 966 
Restif de la Bretoune, 522 
Retz, Cardinal de, 442, 455, 456 
Reuniont, Alfred von, 492 


Rewald, John, 975 
Reynaud, Louis, 486, 977 
Reyniere, Grirrirod de la, 967 
Reynolds, Sir Joshua, 628 
Riario family, 279 
Ribera, 424 

Richardson, 502, 541, 551, 559, 562- 
6, 568, 622, 703, 825, 826, 833, 
848 

Richelieu, Card., 441, 451, 625 
Richelieu, Marshal, 504 
Richter, J. P., 494 
Riegl, Alois, 135, 240, 356, 425, 429, 
464, 472, 475, 499, 500, 660, 
661 

Riemann, Hugo, 963 
Rigaud, Hyaciiithe, 470 
Rilke, Rainer Maria, 750, 908, 933 
Rimbaud, 885, 889, 892, 894, 895, 
898, 899, 917, 927, 931 
Rimsky-Korsabov, 711 
Riviere, Georges, 974 
Riviere, Jacques, 977 
Robbia, Luca della, 303, 313, 314, 
336 

Robespierre, 654 
Rcxlenwaldt, G., 478, 481 
Rodin, 425 
Roeder, 477, 478 
Roeiner, Adolf, 480 
Rolide, Ervvin, 487 
Romano, Giulio, 343 
Ronsard, Pierre de, 517 
Roqueplaii, Nestor, 892 
Rose, Hans, 498, 965 
Rosenberg, Adolf, 499 
Rosenthal, L6oii, 966, 968, 971 
Rospigliosi family, 437 
Rosselli, Cosimo, 314 
Rossini, 808, 810 
Rosso, Fiorentino, 357, 381, 388 
Rostovtzeff, M., 480 
Rotliacker, Ericli, 967 
Rotliscliild family, 721 
Rouault, Georges, 134, 931 
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Rousseau, Henri, 931 
Rousseau, J.-J., 502, 504, 509, 510, 
511, 514, 525, 526, 551, 558, 
560, 568-75, 609, 617, 618, 622, 
631, 634, 645, 677, 690, 699, 
700, 703, 719, 748, 753, 755, 
779, 782, 785, 848, 862, 865, 
869, 885, 898, 922, 931, 964 
Rubens, 422,423,424, 429,435,437, 
448, 457, 470 ff., 513, 708, 709 
Rucellai family, 502 
Rucellai, Giov., 299 f. 

Rudel, Jaufre, 225 
Rudolf IT, 560 
Rudge, Arnold, 967 
Ruisdael, Jac'ob van, 467, 470 
Runciinan, Steven, 482 
Riiskiii, 816, 817, 819 f., 821 ff., 824, 
851, 905, 972 

Sabatier, Paul, 491 
Sabouret, Victor, 489 
Sacchetti, Franco, 522, 556 
Sachs, Hans, 600 
Sadoleio, Jacopo, 569, 572 
St. Bernard of Clairvaux, 178 
St. Elegius, 178 
St. Nilus, 137 
St. Patrick, 152 
St. Paul, 158 
St. Teresa, 572 
Saint-Simon, Due de, 455 
Saint-Simon, Henri de, 724, 844 
Sainte-Beuve, 527, 681, 725, 750, 
751, 781, 785, 969, 970 
Saitschick, Robt^rt, 492, 493, 494 
Salomon, Albert, 967 
Salutati, Gduccio, 269 
Salvini, Roberto, 492 
Sampson, George, 962 
Sand, George, 710, 730, 789, 852, 883 
Sandeau, Jules, 780 
Sangallo, Antonio da, 335 
Sangallo, Giuliano da, 303 
Sannazzaro, Jacopo, 517, 518 


Sappho, 87, 88 

Sarcey, Franeisque, 797 f., 801, 805, 
972 

Sardou, Victorien, 803, 804 
Sarto, Andrea del, 311, 313, 314, 345 
Sartre, Jean-Paul, 968, 976 
Sassetti fomily, 302 
Savage, Richard, 546 
Savonarola, 369, 378 
Sc:aliger, J. C., 274, 490 
Schaefer, Dietrich, 494 
Schaefer, Heinrich, 477, 478 
Schanz, M., 961 
Scheffer, Ary, 709 
Scheler, Max, 488 
Scdielling, 603, 668 
Scheltema, Adama van, 476 
Sclududko, D., 487 
Scherer, Wilhelm, 484, 489 
Schestow, Leo, 974 
Schewill, Ft.*rdinand, 491 
S( hiller, 516, 571,591,603,609,616, 
617, 618, 664, 862, 868,914 
Scidt*g(*l, A. W., 488, 603 
Scddegel, Friedrich, 616, 654, 659, 
669, 698, 738 
Schleierniachor, 605 
Schlosser, Julius, 492, 495, 494, 496 
Schmid, W., 47!) 

Stdunidt-Degener, E., 499, 500 
S(;limitt, Carl, 967 
Sclmal>el, Franz, 961 
Schneider, liennann, 484 
Schneider, Hortense, 808 
Schnitzcjr, Josef, 496 
Schnilzler, Arthur, 908 
Scljober, Arnold, 480 
Schoeffler, Herbert, 540, 962, 963 
Schoenemann family, 620 
Schoenberg, Arnold, 951 
Schopenhauer, 713, 884 
Schrade, IL, 490 
Schroeter, F. R., 488 
Schroeter, W., 487 
Schubert, 709, 712 
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Schuchardt, Carl, 476, 483 
Schuecking, L. L., 497, 498, 962 
Schuhl, P,-M., 480 
S(;hulte, Aloys, 484, 485 
S(dmiriiuiii, Otto, 488 
Schumann, Robert, 710, 712 
Schurtz, Heinrich, 477 
Schwarzlose, Karl, 482, 48^3 
Schweitzer, Bernhard, 127, 128, 479, 
481, 964 

Scott, Walter, 695, 696, 703-6, 716, 
755, 826 

Scribe, 417, 689, 692, 730, 731, 798, 
803, 804 

Scudery, Mile de, 523 
Sedaine, 690, 693 
S3e, Henri, 495, 961 
Seignobos, Charles, 486, 975 
Scilliere, Ernest, 970, 971 
Semper, (iottfried, 33, 239, 240, 475, 
489 

Senancour, 664, 678, 699 
Seneca, 129 
Sercainbi, 336 
Si^vign^, Mine de, 453, 456 
Sl'orza, Francesco, 279, 298 
Shaftesbury, Earl of, (>09 f. 
Shakespeare, 63, 118, 266, 268, 357, 
394,401-23, 586, 589, 590, 660, 
697, 709, 788, 802, 803, 828, 
848, 849, 868, 918, S)25 
Shaw, G. B., 404, 418, 592, 803, 905, 
911, 916, 917 If. 

Sheavyn, Phoebe, 497 

Shelley, 517,667,695,696, 698 f. 

Sidney, Sir Philip, 408, 517, 825 

Sieveking, H., 482, 484 

Signorelli, 272, 324 

Sinunel, Georg, 370, 486, 495 

Simonides, 84, 85, 107, 322 

Singer, H. W., 972 

Sisson, C. J., 497 

Sitwell, Osbert, 973 

vSixtns TV, 342 

Sixtus V, 436 


Smetana, 711 
Smirnov, A. A., 497 
Smith, Adam, 556, 814 
Smollett, 549, 704, 826 
Siiijder, G. A. S., 478 
Soby, J. Th., 977 
Soderini, Pietro, 340 
5>odoma, 343 
Solon, 84 

Sombart, Werner, 484,4S5,489,491, 
927, 963, 964, 969, 974 
S<nnerwell, D. C., 972 
Sophocles, 73, 96, 97, 106, 108, 109, 

no, 118, 828, 848 

SiMifflol, Jac(|ues Germain, 628, 632 
Southampton, l^arl of, 407 
Southey, Robert, 69() 

Spec, J'Viedrich von, 601 
Speier, Hans, 973 
Spencer, Herbert, 836 
Speiiglcr, Oswald, 389,485, 496, 560, 
616, 963 

Spenser, Edmund, 517 
Spiegel}>crg, W., 60, 477 
Spiiiello, Arctino, 289 
Sj)ranger, Barth., 355, 360 
Springer, Anton, 485 
Sqiiarcioiie, Francesco, 312, 314 
Staehlin, O., 479 

Stael, Mine de, 568, 607, 648, 678, 
729 

StammIcr, Wolfgang, 488 
Stange, Alfred, 965 
Sleeli', Sir Richard, 542 f., 545, 546, 
825 

Steen, .Tan, 464, 467, 469 
Stein, Fran von, 617 
Stendhal, 524, 684, 686, 710, 715, 
716, 717, 719, 728, 730, 731, 
754, 755, 738, 759, 740-53, 754, 
828, 848, 849, 860, 907, 958 
Stephen, Leslie, 962, 964 
Sterne, Laurence, 551, 566, 666, 737 
StxH'kmever, Clara, 964 
Stoll, E.'E., 497 
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Strabo, 137 
Strauss, D. F., 836 
Strauss, Johann, 808 
Stravinsky, 931, 954 
Strich, Fritz, 965, 967, 968 
Strieder, Jakob, 491 
Strindberg, 912, 927 
Strowski, F., 961 
Strozzi family, 299, 502 
Stuart dynasty, 535 
Stuart, Mary, 407 

Sue, Eugene, 726, 727, 729, 750, 827, 
852 

Suossmilch, Holm, 488 
Surrey, Earl of, 408 
Sustris, 560 

Swarzenski, Georg, 484 
Swift, Jonathan, 543 ff., 666 
Sydow, E. von, 975 

Taine, 684, 767, 781, 792, 832, 970, 
973 

Talleyrand, M. de, 550 
Tardicu, ^.niile, 975 
Tasso, 357, 581, 517, 518, 519 
Taylor, O. H., 487 
Tchaikovsky, 954 

Teniers, David the Younger, 468, 
521 

Terborch, Gerard, 463 
Texte, Joseph, 963 
Thackeray, 835 
Themistocles, 96 

Theocritus, 514, 516, 517, 519, 521 

Theodora, 143 

Theodoric, 164, 166 

Theogriis, 84 

Theophilus, 177 

Thibaudet, A., 488, 966, 970, 971, 
972, 975 

Thierie, G>unt Gaetano da, 369 
Thierry, Augustin, 725 
Thiers, Adolphe, 721, 725 
Thode, Henry, 276, 491 
Thompson, Francis, 968 


Thompson, J. W., 484, 486 . 
Thomson, George, 478, 479, 480 
Thomson, James, 546, 551 
Thorndike, A. H., 975 
Thucydides, 96 

Thurnwald, Richard, 478, 489 
Thutmosis, 56 
Tibullus, 222 
Tillyard, E. M. W., 497 
Tintoretto, 555, 356, 557, 590-3 
Titian, 318, 324, 325, 345, 590, 391 
Tischbein, Wilhelm, 636 
Toi'.queville, Alexis de, 504, 506, 535, 
606, 721,961,962, 964,970 
Tolnai, Charles de, 497 
Tolstoy, 148,404, 570, 737, 739, 842, 
846, 848, 852, 853, 855, 856, 
858, 860. 861-9, 898, 907, 917, 
958, 974 

Tompkins, J. M. S., 968 
Tornabuoni family, 502 
Tornabuoni, Giov., 318 
TouloiLse-I..autrec, 25, 759, 879, 894 
Touquet, 685 
Toynbee, Arnold, 963 
Trajan, 119, 121 
Trevelyan, G. M., 962 
Trinkaus, Ch. E., 494 
Trivas, N. S., 499 

Troeltsch, Ernst, 484, 485, 486, 490, 
967, 977 

Trollope, Anthony, 835 
Tudor, House of, 401 f., 554 
Tuotilo, 178 

Turgenev, 852, 855, 856, 909 
Tiirnell, G. M., 976 
Tylor, E. B., 476 
Tyrtaeus, 84 
Tzara, Tristan, 977 

UcceUo, Paolo, 293, 300, 311, 315, 
321, 329 

Udine, Giovanni da, 345 
Unamuno, Miguel de, 497 
Unger, Ec;khard, 478 
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Unger, Rudolf, 964 
Urban VIII, 457 
Urf4, Honors d’, 517, 519, 523 
Uzzano family, 283 

Valentinian I, 129 
Valery, Paul, 784, 933, 934 
Valla, Lorenzo, 269 
Valois, House of, 360 
Vanbrugh, Sir John, 545 
Vanloo, J. B., 534, 628 
Vasari, 286, 315, 319, 324, 329, 336, 
353, 360, 376, 377, 383, 385, 
387 
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